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Robinson, Appellant ; Dunkley, Respondent. 



Nov, 17. 

THIS was an appeal from a decisioa of the Revising: 4- purchased 
^^ ® ]and of the an- 

Barrister for Northamptonshire. The case stated na^ value of 

£Z, and mort- 
that : — TOed it to a 

building toci- 

At a Court held on the 28th September^ 1863, at etyfor^rsto 

Bficiirfi the 

Northampton,{or the reyiaion of the list of voters for the monthly pay- 
parish of St. Sepulchre, Northampton, Francis Charles Ss'ahare* ^ 
Robinson, the younger^ duly objected to the name of JSally^iS";" 
Charles Derby being retained on the list of voters for P^''®'' *"* *"J? 

if o was reserved m 

the said parish of St. Sepulchre. The name of Charles *^"« of failure 

r *^ to pay instal- 

ments. He 
was entitled to redeem by payment of the monthly instalments, and had without 
default paid off £J\, up to the Slst January ^ 1868, between which time and the 
Revisor's Court the balance, £2, had become due and been paid:— HeM, that the 
Revising Barrister was right in deciding that A, had acquired a freehold interest in the 
land of the annual value of 40«. above all charges, and was therefore qualified to vote 
for the county. 

VOL. I. H.P. B 



1863. 



Robinson 

T. 
DUMKLEY. 



MICHA*LMA15 TERM, 

Derby appeared upVo: the list of persons claiming to be 
entitled to vqtej Vix.^ — 



• • • • 

CbrlBtian /Tisie^ttfd 

SvnameiOf Iftch 
VoUtatftiltftngth. 






.'• *Mrhyt Charlet 

* • • • 



Place of Abode. 



34, Martfair^ 



Nature of 
Qualification. 



Freehold 
Buildiog 
Land 



Stieet, Lane, ftc. 



Marriott Street, 
Kingtthorpe Road, 
Northampton 



• _• 



• • • • 



The facts of the case proved were these : — 

Charles Derby was a member of a freehold land 
and building society, in which he held one share. 

The society advanced the purchase-money of the 
land, £73, some years since;' and the voter mortgaged 
the property to secure the monthly payments due upon 
his share, amounting annually to £4, and upon failure 
of the payment by the voter of his instalments for a 
certain limited period, the society is entitled either 
to suspend enforcement of payment, or to enter upon 
possession, and the voter is entitled to redeem* the 
premises by the payment of these monthly instalments 
alone, without any other payment of principal. The 
funds of the society arise out of the moaUily payments 
of the members, which are for the proportional benefit 
of the members. It was proved before the Revising 
Barrister, that the whole moaey paid «p by the 
claimant was £73, and that the annnal vaiue af the 
property for building pwrposee was £3^ and that dorisg 
the past year ending in June laM, he had paid in^iCal*' 
menta back to the soeiety to tJie amount of £4#^^£3 
whereof bad not been paid before the Slat January 
last. 

It was contended on the part of the objector to the 
vote that the annual value, as admitted by the claimant, 
was less than the annual payment made by the claimant 
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to the society, that there was d6 freehold worth 40^* IS6S, 

per annum. ^oi»»pif 

The ReyisiDg Barrister was of opinion that, upon 
these hcti^ the claimant was progressing towards the 
acquisition of his freehold, which, when fuUy paid up, 
would have cost him £73, of which he bad paid £7 1 
before January, 1863> and this having been completed 
by the payment of the remaining £9 in July last» the 
Revising Barrister found that the claimant had » free-* 
hold prior to the Slst day of January last, of the value 
of 4Q#« per annum, and therefore was entitled to his 
vote. 

If the Revising Barrister was right in thuft finding 
the value according to the above facts, the claimant's 
nanie ought to be retained ; if not right, the claimant's 
name ought to be rejected. 

Markham, for the appellant. The case finds the 
purchase-money was £73, that the actual amount paid 
was £71, and that the annual value was £3; yet the 
paymeats were £4. The annual value is therefore 
nothing. The stat 8 Hen. 6, c. 7, enacts that the 
qualification of the voters shall be ^'dwelling and 
resident in the same counties, wb^eof every <pne of 
them shall have free land or tenement, to the value of 
forty shillings by the year, at leasts above all cbftrges." 
Then, by 2 WUL 4, c. 45, s. 26, it is necessary the 
claimant should be in aetual '^ possession, &c., fpr six 
calendar months, at l^ast, previous to th^ last day of 
July.'' 

On the 31st of January, it is clear the voter's 
land was charged with the payment of £2, because 
£71 only had been paid at that date. The annual 

b2 



MICHAELMAS TERM, 
1863. value being only £3, it is obvious the payment of £2 



Robinson must reduce the annual value below forty shillings. 



T. 
DUNKLBT. 



[Bylbs, J. But his payment is on account of prjii- 
dpal as well as interest.] 

It is submitted, the payment is a ''charge'' within 
the statute cited. This upon principle and authority. In 
Copland y. Bartlett {a\ it was held, that monthly pay- 
ments by a member of a building society, in discharge 
of the sums monthly accruing due on his shares, and 
for the payment of which the freehold premises of the 
member were mortgaged as a security, were a charge 
on the freehold within 8 Hen. 6, c. 7. 

Wilde, C. J., says in his judgment, ''The question 
then arises, is interest on a mortgage, a 'charge' on 
an estate within the meaning of the stat. 8 Hen. 6, c. 7 ? 
It appears for a very considerable period to have been 
so understood. The object of the statute was to ascer- 
tain that the person intrusted with the right of voting 
held a certain position in society, and it was supposed 
that the best guarantee for that was the possession of 
a clear pecuniary interest of a certain amount, arising 
from a certain estate in land. If the owner of an 
estate receives ^s, with one hand and pays 30«. 
with the other, what has he left ?*' 

[Bylbs, J. The distinction between this case and 
that is, that there the Revising Barrister did not find, 
as a fact, the annual value.] 

No. But here the Revising Barrister only finds the 

(a) 2 Luiw, Reg, Cat, 102. 



Robinson 

T. 
DURKLET. 
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annaal value as his deduction from a state of facts, 1863. 
which is submitted to the Court : he does not find it as 
a fact. The case of Lee v. Hutchinson (a) is to the 
same effect. There it was decided, that a mortgagor 
of freehold premises, in possession of the rents and 
profits, was not entitled to vote at the election of a 
knight of the sliire, unless he had 40^. by the year to 
expend thereout, after deducting all interest on the 
principal money secured by the mortgage, when the 
time for repayment of such principal sum had expired ; 
and that whether the payment of such interest be 
secured by the mortgage deed itself, or be a mere 
personal liability. These cases were approved in 
Beamish, appellant v. The Overseers of Stohe, re- 
spondents (b). Besides, the respondent is described as 
only progressing towards his freehold. 

[Bylbs, J. The Revising Barrister means by ^' pro- 
gressing" that he was proceeding from a beneficial to 
acquire a legal estate.] 

It is submitted, he had not acquired the necessary 
estate by the 31st of January preceding. 

No counsel appeared for the respondent. 

Erlb, C. J. I am of opinion that the Revising 
Barrister was right. He has stated the case, and his 
reasons for the decision he arrived at, with precision 
and accuracy. The difficulty I have felt in deciding 
this case has arisen from the consideration of the judg- 

(a) 2 Lutw. Reg. Cos. 159; 8 (b) 2 Lutuf, Reg, Cat, 189; U 

C. B. 16. C. B. 29. 
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1863. meDt in Copland v. BariletL With great deference 
RoBiNioN ^ ^^ Jadgeg who took part in it, I think the law was 
DuNUET* ^^^^ ^° considerable doubt by that decision. Both in 
that case, and in the presenti the claimant was pur- 
chaser and mortgagor of land under a building society. 
In both he was bound to pay monthly instalments. In 
neither had he paid all the instalments; and, inboth, 
the instalments he had to pay in the course of the year 
exceeded the annual value of the property. To con- 
tinue the comparison, the monthly instalment Copland 
had to pay was \5s. or £9 per annum, while the 
▼alue of the property might be estimated at £8 per 
annum. Here, the monthly instalment is 7«. or £4 : 4f. . 
a year, while the annual value is £3. The Revising 
Barrister, notwithstanding the case of Copland v. 
JBartlett, has held that the mortgagor, who had in 
fact to pay £2 more off the original mortgage of £73, 
was qualified to vote. In order to ascertain the true 
distinction between the two cases, the proper course is 
to look at the substance of the transaction, especially 
the nature of the payment which the party claiming 
was to make. The claimant here was to pay £73. 
When he had paid that sum, he was to be owner of a 
freehold interest of the value of £3 per annum. At 
the date at which the Revising Barrister had to ascer- 
tain what estate the claimant had, he had paid £71 ; he 
had never been in arrear, and, according to the con- 
tract, the remaining £2, to make him the absolute 
freeholder, would become due between the 31st January 
and the time of the Revising Barrister's sitting. If 
. that sum were paid by that time, the claimant would 
have acquired the legal estate in a freehold of a value 
exceeding 4tOs, per annum. On the 31st January^ he 
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had paid £71 off £73^ which was to give him a value 1863. 
of £3 per aDnum. The Revising Banister aays, I find robiniop 
the value of the estate he had then acquired to be 
ittore than 404« per aunuro. He was^ in my opinioni 
right in that finding. In aubstance it stood thus : 
when he should have paid the 40«. he would have 
obtained an estate of a value exceeding 40«« per 
annum; he had 40ls. to pay, and then he would be 
entitled to £3 per annum for him and his heirs for 
ever. The judgment in Coplamd v. Bartlett was by 
Judges of great authority^ but it has brought on the 
Revising Barrister considerable difficulty to determine 
how to allow the claimant a vote, when he was really 
entitled to it. It is true that the party, similarly situ* 
ated in many respects, in that case was held not to 
have a vote at all. But sufficient reason for that 
decision is to be gathered from a careful perusal of the 
facts. The mortgagor there had to pay monthly instal- 
ments to acquire title to a property of the value of £8 
per annum ; he was to pay monthly instalments of 15«., 
and the original purchase*money was £85. It appears 
the Court asked my Brother Byle»^ who was the counsel 
arguing the case, '* What is the real value of the mort* 
gagor^s interest at the time, — h»v3 much has he paid,-^ 
has he become entitled to an interest of 40<. per 
annum?" It appears from the judgment of Mr. Jus^ 
tice Maule, that the learned counsel for the appellant 
declined the offer of the Court to send the case back to 
the Revising Barrister to state, as a fact, what was the 
value of the mortgagor's interest, and, as he did so 
decline, we assume that he did so on prudent grounds, 
because he had reason to fear that a re-statement would 
show that it was not of that value. The Court, there- 



T. 
DUNKL£T. 
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1863. fore, must be taken to have come to the conclusion, 
RoBiNBON ^^^^ '^ ^^^ Revising Barrister had found, as a fact, the 
existence in the claimant of an interest that amounted 
in yearly value to 40s, per annum, aiid that so much of the 
mortgage money had been paid off as vested in him an 
interest to that extent, they would have held him 
qualified. Because that was left in doubt, he was 
beyond question rightly disqualified. 

Williams, J. I am of the same opinion. I think 
the Revising Barrister was correct in the view that he 
took, which I also adopt. It has been said, that we 
cannot so decide, without differing from the decision 
in Copland v. Bartlett, but when that case comes to be 
closely examined, the point which has arisen here did 
not arise there. It was argued for the appellant in 
that case, that he was in actual possession, and was 
therefore entitled under the stat 6 VicL c. 18, s. 74, to 
vote, irrespective of what his interest was, if the in- 
cumbrance had been taken into account. The Court 
decided two points :— First, that by reason of the lan- 
guage of the Stat, the word mortgage was within the 
meaning of the word '' charges," in the stat. 8 Hen. 6, 
c. 7 ; and, therefore, if the claimant had a freehold 
above 40«., notwithstanding the charges, he had a 
right to vote. Secondly, — that the payments secured 
by mortgage to the trustees of these building soci* 
eties constitute a charge within the meaning of the 
same statute. The facts however were imperfectly stated, 
the Barrister having omitted to find the annual value 
of the mortgagor's interest; and my Brother Byles, 
who argued for the appellant, with characteristic pru- 
dence declined the offer of the Court to refer the case 
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back for amendment. Now, here it is clear, as found 1863. 

by the Revising Barrister, that the claimant has an robihioii 

estate of the value of 40«. per annum, and therefore donklbt 
has a right to his vote. 

Btlbs, J. I am of the same opinion ; and were it not 
for the case of Copland v. JBartlett, 1 should have enter- 
tained no doubt upon the subject These facta amount 
to this : the claimant has an equitable interest in an 
estate of £73, and a beneficial interest to the amount 
of £71, and that £71 appears by the finding of the 
case to be worth more than 40<. per annum, exclusive 
of all charges. That estate entitles him, as mortgagor, 
to a vote within the stats. 2 WiU. 4, c. 45, and 6 
k 7 Vict. c. 18, s. 74. At first, I was impressed by the 
decision of Copland v. JBartlett; but in that case the 
value of the claimant's beneficial interest was not found, 
and, therefore, his estate did not appear to be of the 
value of 40«. It seems to me the counsel there ought 
to have pointed out to the Court the difference of pay-> 
ment on account of principal and that on account of 
interest (a). Otherwise this anomaly might take place, 
that while a man has a mortgage of £500 on an estate 
worth £400 per annum, and he was bound to pay off 
the mortgage in the first year, it would follow, that he 
had not an estate worth 40«. per annum for that year. 
I think the case of Copland v. JBartlett is distin- 
guishable from the present case. 

Kbating, J. I am of the same opinion. The po- 
sition of the claimant was that of mortgagor in pos- 

(a) This WM pointed out, with- 2 Lutw, Reg» Cat. p. 195, by Keans, 
out success, in Beamith ▼. Stoke, arguendo. 
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1863. 



ROBIKSON 

▼. 
DUNKLET. 



sesftioD with an iDcaiubraiiGe on the land not reducing 
the produce of the estate below 40tf. per annum. 

Decision affirmed (a). 



(a) It seems difficult to recon- 
cile this case with that of BeMtith 
Y. St9kg, M mtfn, which was one 
of a similar building society in- 
yeatment, and its sufficiency to 
confer a vote. The question aaked 
there of the Court was, whether, 
"only so much of the weekly 
payment aa waa payable in re- 
spect of interest, ought to be de- 
ducted from the annual yaluef^' 
The Court decided that the whole 
annual payment must be de- 
ducted. Jervu, C. J., in his 
judgment said» "The estate ia 
worth £6 a year, but the appellant 
pays in respect of it, for interest, 
expenses, and inatalmenta, to- 
wards the discharge of the prin- 
cipal money due, if 11 : 14«. The 
annual amount of the renta and 
profits therefore is a minui quan- 
tity. At present, the estate is 
worth nothing per annum to the 
claimant.'* That case was, per- 



haps, hardly brought in sufficient 
prominence before the Court. How- 
ever, the case above may be taken 
to decide simply that the Revis- 
ing Barrister having iDond on 
the facts, that the respondent had 
acquired an equitable estate worth 
more than 40*. a year above all 
charges, the Court would not say 
he waa not justified in so finding, 
although to acquire the fee, a pajr- 
ment of 40ff. waa still dne : which 
would reduce the net annual in- 
come for that year to 20s. oi^. 

The fiscta are so peculiar, that 
the large amount the respondent 
had paid and his propinquity to 
acquiring the legal estate unin* 
cumbered, may well justify the 
Rerising Barriater's estimate of 
value, and the case may on that 
ground stand alone, without over- 
ruling or Asturbing prior judg- 
ments. 
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Smith, Appellant ; Hall, Respondent. 

Nov, 17. 

KT a Coart held for the revision of the list of voters To take the 

for the borough of Sandwich, Thomas Bower ina>n>orated° 
and eleven others, on the list of freemen entitled Intuud^r^- 
to vote for members of Parliament for the borough, Trli^!!"^'" 

D ' m Its revenuet 

were duly objected to by Charles Powell, on the f^dadvan- 

^ ■' '' ' tages, IB not a 

ground that they were disqualified from being re- Receiving of 
gistered by the 36th sect of the 2 Will. 4, c. 45, to disqualify 

from voting. 

which enacts, " That no person shall be entitled to be Freemen of a 

. borough en- 

registered in any year as a voter m the election of a titled to be 

member or members to serve in any future Parliament voters for 
for any city or borough who shall within twelve pariiament 
calendar months next previous to the last day of July, of 'hosptuuT" 
in such year, have received parochial relief or other ^^^'^^^rations 
alms which by the law of Parliament now disqualify powcMing 

•^ . * ■' landed estates. 

from voting in the election of members to serve in The income 

was divisible 

Parliament." annually 

among the 

It was proved to the Revising Barrister that all the brethren in 
persons named were brethren, either of the hospital of tions, and each 
St. Bartholomew, or of the hospital of St. John, in the house assigned 
town of Sandwich, and had been recipients of the h^eww bound 
gratuities and other benefits by law belonging to such righTorip-^*** 
brethren for more than twelve calendar months next Pointing bre- 

thren was 

previous to the last day of July, 1863. ^^^^^^ |j ^»- 

tees. JNo m** 

It was also proved that the said two hospitals of St. 8**"ce of re- 

' moval of a 

Bartholomew and St. John are identical in their con- brother was 

known. A can- 
didate for ap- 




being brethren of the hospitals. 



T. 

Hall. 
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1863. Btitution and management, and are both under the 
Smith government of the charity trustees appointed by the 
Lord Chancellor. 

It was further proved that each of the said hospitals 
iSy by repute, a corporation by prescription, and that the 
property of the same consists in landed estates and 
houses; the income arising from the former being 
divisible annually among the brethren in equal propor- 
tions, and a house being assigned to each of the 
brethren wherein to live. These houses are an aggre- 
gation of separate buildings, and each is kept in repair 
by the brother who lives in it. The right of appoint- 
ment of brethren to the said hospitals is vested in the 
above-mentioned charity trustees. 

No instance was cited of any brother once appointed 
having been turned out of either of the said hospitals. 

There is no deed or document accurately defining the 
qualifications of the persons who are to be appointed 
brethren ; but it was proved to the Revising Barrister 
that in 1602, the mayor and jurats of Sandwiph had 
the management of the hospitals ; and that, at that 
time, an ordinance was made by them, that " every 
person placed in the hospitals should be of the age of 
forty years or thereabouts, except always decayed 
jurats, or any lame, blind or impotent person ;" and by 
an inquisition of charitable uses, taken September 7, 
6 Charles 1, it was found that ''the brethren ought to 
be above the age of fifty years, except lame, blind or 
impotent persons and unfit for husbandry, and should 
be inhabitants of the said town, or a child of some then 
or late inhabitant, having no competent means to live.'* 

It was proved that this latter regulation, as to the 
qualifications for brethren, is that which is now and 
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haft been for some time past in force; and that in 1863. 
addition thereto, by a resolution of the charity trustees smith 
lately passed, no person is eligible to be a brother ^jj^^^ 
' under the age of fifty-six years. 

The brethren of the said hospitals have always 
heretofore voted for members of Parliament for the 
said borough without objection. 

The Revising Barrister decided that the before- 
mentioned persons were not disqualified from being 
registered by the said 36th sect, of the 2 WilL 4, c. 
45, and retained their names on the list of freemen 
entitled to vote. If the Court should be of a contrary 
opinion, their names ought to be expunged from the 
same list. 

All the said several appeals depended upon the 
same decision and point of law, and were consolidated 
in the accustomed manner. 

Hayes, Serjt. (with him Baurke), for the appellant. 
There have been many cases on this subject since the 
Reform Act The hospitals in this case are like most 
of the hospitals in those cases. In them it was sought 
to make the benefit received from the charity a qualifi- 
cation to vote. Here, however, the qualification is set 
up aliundi. The respondents are freemen of the 
borough. The question is, whether they are disquali- 
fied by sect. 36 of the Reform Act, under the words 
'^or other alms." It must be admitted that the 
benefit received is not '' parochial relief/' Several 
cases, though not express on the point, afford ex- 
amples and principles worthy of note. Thus, in 
Faulkner v. Boddington (a), where land was vested 

(a) Keane f Qrant*t Reg. Cat. 182 ; S C. B., N. S.^ 412. 
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1863L in trustees to apply the rents to various charitable 
Smith purposes, and to divide a portion among ^ six beads^ 
HaIu men/' the Chief Justice said, ^ These persons are 
simply in the receipt of charity;'* and CfomUr^ J., 
^' those who framed the Re&rm Act wonld have most 
particularly repudiated the idea of investing such per- 
sons with the -franchise : persons in their condition 
would have been regarded solely as the recipients of 
charity." 

In Heaih v. Hai^ei{fi)j it was argued unsuccessfully 
for the recipients of the charity. The Court held, that 
they were neither owners nor tenants. That was the 
case of a hospital at Warwickj known as the Mwrl of 
Leicester's. The brethren were members of ft cor- 
porate charity, and entitled each to a set of chambers 
of the yearly value of JCIO/ 

In Heartley v. Banks (ft), the ease pf the military 
knights of Windsor^ the Court said, ''looking to the 
substance of the thing, not to the name by which it has 
been dignified, it is plain this is a charity ; a royal and 
Doble charity it is true^ but still a charity and nothing 



more." 



The Ck>urt in that case distinguished Simp$on v. 
Wilkinsanle), because there, ther^ were up trustees, 
and the recipients bad the direct managment pf the 
property in their own hands. 

The last case decided oo this subject i^ Fryman v. 
Oainsford{d), the case pf liord Shrewsbury's pharity, 
at Sheffield, 

In JBlliott on R^istration (^), in his chapter upon 

(a) JSmo. ^ Gr. 99. (d) Kea. ^ 6r. 4M ; U <?. B^ 

lb) JETea. f Or., 219 ; 6 C. B., N. ^. 68. 
N. 5. 40. («) 2nd edition, 250, 257. 

(e) 1 Itilw. Bsig. C99, 608. 
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DisqiNtlifieatJon of Eiectoni, the cases decided by Com- 1863. 
initteeB, or ki other words, tihe ** Law of Parltsmenty" smits 
will be found collected. He says, at page 260^ ** As hIll. 
the law existed before the passing of the Reform Act, 
io many boroughs^ particularly in those in which the 
franchise was in the natare of a personal right, the 
receipt of alnos was held to be a personal disquali- 
fication." 

Mr. JRoffers observes (a), "Persons who are, or 
who have been within a certain time, obliged to 
depend wholly or in part on eleemosynary assistance, 
have been held by WAiteloche and other writers, to be 
disqualified by the common law; not only because 
from their indigence they were unable to contribute to 
the wages of their members, but because from their 
dependent situation their voices were no longer ket/' 

The principle of disqual^lcatum, k is submitted^ is — 
first, the indigence of the daimaots: secondly, that 
they are not free agents. It was on this ground that 
such an interest as that here possessed would not give 
a qualification. 

« 

[EsATiNO, J. It is to be observed, that in another 
part of the same work you have cited a different view 
is taken.] 

No doubt there have been conflicting decisions by 
Committees of the House on this subject. The dis- 
tinctions raised are difficult to follow. 

In the Taunton case (ft), it was attempted to dis- 
tinguish between "charity" and "alms." 



(a) Od Blaotioiii, p* 1^« 9th editioa. (6) 1 Da^. EUet. Cat. 367. 
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1863. [Byles, J. The case finds that these hospitals are 

Smith corporations. Are these persons members of the cor- 

uIll. PO«^tio»8 ?] 

The Revisor does not find distinctly on that point, 
but that each of the hospitals is, '' by repute^ a corpo- 
ration by prescription." That was the case with the 
Warunck hospital^ in Heath v. Baynes (a). 

[Byles, J. Here the brethren receive all. Do they 
receive as owners ?] 

They are objects of charity, appointed by trustees. 
Charity signifies in the law of Parliament much the 
same as alms. 

Roger* on Elections (&); the Aylesbury case (c); 
JSllioit on Registration ((f). It is very difficult to dis- 
tinguish this from those cases. 

[Byles, J. Could any of the brethren here suc- 
cessfully maintain a bill in equity for their share of 
gratuities ?] 

That was a point put by the Chief Justice in Free" 
man v. Oainsfard {e), where he says, ^' It seems to us 
to be contrary to the intentions of the founder, that 
these recipients of his bounty should be able to file a 
bill in equity against the governors, as if it were a legal 
estate vested in the members.'' 

(a) Ubi supra, cited 2 Doug. p. 104. 

(6) 9th edition, p. 171. {d) Page 257. 

(c) Pari. Journ. zii. p. 490; (t) Kta. j- Or. 471. 
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A case which will probably be cited on the other 1863* 
side is St. John's Hospital, Bedford (a). Sinrk 



€t 



[Btlbs, J. In that case, the gratuities were called 
alms/^ but the brethren receiving would appear to 
have been entitled to them. The Report shows that 
they with the master were parties to all leases.] 

It must be admitted, it is not easy to reconcile the 
cases. 

If this be a permanent interest in the nature of a 
right, it would not disqualify. 

In the case of the Ghreenwich and Chelsea Pen- 
sioners (&), the benefit received was not in its nature 
^' alms/' though actually so culled. It was a reward 
for past service. Here it is evidently mere charity, 
because it is for persons lame, blind or impotent and 
unfit for husbandry, &c. 

Welshy^ for the respondents. It is unnecessary to 
discuss the cases decided in this Court, in which the 
question was. Whether the claimant had a freehold 
interest, or was tenant or owner of property entitling 
him to vote ? 

It has been conceded, that the brethren here are 
qualified as freemen. The question only is. Are they 
disqualified by their receipt of the benefits of the 
charities ? Is that receipt a receiving of alms, which 
by the law of Parliament disqualifies ? That law we 
must look for in the decisions of Committees. It 
might be contended here that, even under sect. 27 

(a) 2 Doug. E, C. 114-123; (6) I Doug. E. C. ZU. 

ElUoti, p. 269. 

VOL. I. H.P. C • 



V. 

Hall. 
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1863. of the Reform Act, the respondents are entitled to vote, 
Smith fov the case finds facts which show the brethren 
Hall. entitled by law. Houses are assigned to them, and are 
to be kept in repair by them, and the annual iooome is 
divisible amongst them. It is difficult to imagine per- 
sons in more independent position than these voters. 
The point has arisen before in this very borough. Hey^ 
wood on Elections (a), where the Committee resolved, 
'' that the freemen of the port of Sandwich^ although 
they receive alms, have a right to vote," &c. 

The case here says, *' gratuities and other benefits 
by law belonging to such brethren.*' Rogers on Elec- 
tions (6) shows what is included in '^ or other alms;'* 
^* that those only disqualify whose funds form part of the 
general parish resources or the relief of the poor." 
Cases in favour of the respondents are the Bedford 
case (c) ; Colchester {d) ; Downton (e). The last is very 
like this. 

On these authorities, looking to the fact that this 
is property enjoyed by the brethren, that they are 
members of a corporation, each repairing the house 
assigned to him, and that no instance is known 
of the removal of any brother; it is submitted this 
is not a case within the words of the statute contended 
for. 

[Williams, J. It is remarkable that the report in 
Heywood of the Sandwich case discloses that the 
House did not agree with the Committee in their reso^ 
lution which you have cited, but yet came to the 

(a) Page 265. (d) 1 Peekwell, 508. 

(6) 9th edition, page 171. \e) 1 iMdert, 193. 

(c) 2 Doug. E, C. 123. 



XXVII. VICTORIA. 19 

iiicoaskient conduaon that the member w&s duly 186S. 
elected.] Smith 



Unit Yras before the Grtnville Act (10 Geo. 3, c. 16, 
amended by 28 Geo. 3, c. 52), when the unseating of 
a member depended not on the Committee, but on a 
TOte of the whole House, and the House by a ma- 
jority of one only, seated the member. In addition, 
some weight here mast be given to the usage found, 
that the brethren have always heretofore voted. 

Hayet, in reply. The Bedford case is distinguishable, 
because of the words here describing the objects of 
charity — *' lame, impotent," &c« 

[Kbating, J. What do you say about the CoU 
eiegter case (a) ?] 

It has been already admitted it is difficult to recon- 
cile the authorities. 

[Btlbs, J. The Coventry case (fi) also, Sir ITiomas 
TFA£te'« gifts?] 

It would have been a straining of words to call the 
benefit in that case ** alms.*' It was oply a sum to 
assist in apprenticing. What independence can these 
men have? The description of the objects of the 
charity suffice. 

[Erlb, C. J. The words may mean ''of the age of 
forty, or fifty years, or blind, impotent," &c.] 

(a) 1 PtckwtUy p. 510. (h) EilMtt p. 257. 

C2 



Hall, 
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1863. Su^ '' baying no competent means to live/' that over- 

g^j^^ rides the whole description of the recipients. It signi- 
^ fies no means to live; and describes just such, as 

but for this charity, would have been obliged to come 

upon the parish. 

Erlb, C. J. I am of opinion, that the Revising 
Barrister was right, and that the persons objected to 
were entitled to vote. They are so, it is admitted, 
unless they are disqualified by the 36lh section of 
the Reform Act; which provides, that no person 
shall be entitled to be registered, who shall have 
received parochial relief or other alms, which, by the 
law of Parliament then existing, disqualified from 
voting. The decisions cited do not support the ap- 
pellant's view of disqualification. One has been re- 
ferred to before a Committee of the House of Com- 
mons> but its terms leave us in considerable doubt. 
The Committee seems to have considered this very 
matter ; and to have reported their opinion that these 
persons had a right to vote notwithstanding the objec- 
tion that they were in receipt of alms. But the 
House of Commons refiised to adopt this opinion of 
the Committee, though they nevertheless affirmed the 
member duly elected. There is, therefore, no very 
satisfactory inference to be drawn from that case. We 
ought, I think, in a doubtful case, to lean in favour of 
the franchise, and against disqualification ; and if we 
look to the meaning of the enactment in question, I 
think it will be evident that the reason why the persons 
there mentioned are disqualified is, because it is con- 
sidered that, from being so situated, they are likely to 
be subservient, and not to have that independence 
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which men working for their livelihood ought and 1863. 
might be expected to have. Bat if such considerations smith 
are to guide us, I take it that these persons, having hILu 
houses of their own, and a share in the proceeds of 
certain lands for life, would, in all probability, be more 
independent than many persons who have nothing to 
subsist on but the profits of their own labour, and 
who may often be dependent on the caprice or whim 
of their employers or customers. I do not think 
that the circumstances stated in this case, constitute a 
disqualification. 

Williams, J. I am entirely of the same opinion. 
I think that it is not made out that the sharing by 
these voters in the benefits of the hospitals was a re- 
ceiving of alms within the meaning of the disqualifying 
clause of the Reform Act which has been referred to. 
There certainly seems to be a good deal of doubt upon 
the decisions of the Election Committees in the House 
of Commons, and in the House itself; but Shepherd^ 
an able and accurate writer, in his work on Elec- 
tions (a), adopts the very words of Seijt. Heytoood :— « 
'* A distinction may be made between charities which 
are of such a nature as to imply that the partaker of 
them is in a state of indigence and abject dependence, 
and those which afford no such inference, or from 
which a contrary one may be drawn "(&)• There is. 
no pretence for saying here, that these persons are 
in a state of indigence or abject dependence; leaning, 
as we ought, in favour of the franchise, it would be 
straining the contrary way to hold them disqualified. 

(a) 2nd edition, p. 5. 2nd edition, p. 278. 

(b) Heyvtood on Count jf EUet, 
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1863. Bylbs, J. I am of the same opinioiL The state- 

Smitb meat in the case is, that both these bodies are corpo- 
hIli« ntioDd by prescription. The persons whose votes are 
in question are virtoally members of one or other of 
them, and all the proceeds of the property of the cor- 
porations^ wbateyer they may amonnt to, as Mr. Webby 
has pointed outy belong to the brethren, and ave dis- 
tributable amongst the members of each respectively. 
I think that i» of itself quite sufficient to show, inde- 
pendently of the cases, that they aire entitled to vote* 
I do not observe in any of the casea cited by my 
brother Hayes, that any one who had a legal right to 
the benefits which he received was thereby disqualified. 
Clearly these voters do not receive parochial, and 
I think they are not recipients of other '^ alms/' within 
the meaning of the statute. 

Keating, J* I entirely concur. The voters here are 
primd facie entitled to vote, unless it be made out that 
they are disqualified by the receipt of alms. It is to be 
observed, that there is no person — parochial officer or 
other — who has any right to interfere with the distri- 
bution of this charity, so as in any way to affect the share 
which each is entitled to receive. Moreover, they have 
always been used to vote at Parliamentary elections. I 
do not see, therefore, anything to show their disqualifi- 
cation, which the objector was bound affirmatively to 
make out. 

Decision affirmed. 
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1863. 



j£Ssop, Appellant ; and The Town Clerk j^^. ^7 

OF Ipswich, Respondent. 

JWARKBYy for the respondent. 
The appellant did not appear. 

Marhby prayed the judgment of the Court in his 
favour and costs, citing Bage v. Perkins (a). But it 
appearing by tlie information of the officers of the 
Courts that no paper-books had been lodged by either 
party,— 

The Court ordered the case to be struck out. 

(a) 1 Lutw. Reg, Cat. 255. 



Henrette^ Appellant ; Booth, Respondent. ^^^ 21. 

npHE case stated that at a Court holden before ance" neces- ' 

the Revising Barrister for the city of London^ J^nientB ^^ 
Thomas Woodzell Booth, on the list of voters of the erdi^ahoi^e/^ 
livery of the company of distillers, duly objected ""^^^^ ^^ 

J r J 1 J J meaning of the 

to the name of Peter Henrette being retained on Reform Act, 

^ further de- 

fined. 

The appellant occupied the whole floor of a house, one of his rooms communicated 
with the laDding by an tnUer dootf over which he had exclusive control. 

llie fioon below were occupied by other tenants, and all had access to their occupan- 
eiet from ^e street through a doorway at the entrance of the common passage and 
staircase of the building. At that entrance was a swing-door, without lock or fastening 
of any kind. 

Held, that there was such an "actual severance," within Cook v. Hvmber (Kea, jr Or, 
413), as to constitute the holding ** a house," and afford the claimant a qualification. 



24 MICHAELMAS TERM, 

1863. ^6 lifl^ of persons entitled to vote in the election of 
Hbnrbttb ^Members for the city of London^ in the parish of St. 
"Booth Giles Without Crippkgate, under the following cir- 
cumstances : — 

It was conceded by the objector, and proved before 
the Revising Barrister, that the qualification of Peter 
Henrette (who was therein-after termed the appellant) 
fulfilled all the conditions precedent to registration 
required by the Reform and Registration Acts, with 
the exceptions, if such the Court should adjudge them 
to be, thereunder detailed. 

The appellant occupied, for the statutory period, as 
tenant, the whole of the upper floor, consisting of two 
rooms, of a tenement in No. 4, Honeysuckle Square. 
He used one room as a tailor's shop, and the other 
as a sitting and bedroom. His only residence was 
in the premises, which taken together were of the 
requisite value to confer a qualification; but neither of 
the rooms, taken singly, was of the requisite value. 
They consisted of an inner and outer room, opening 
the one into the other, and communicating with the 
landing on the staircase by one outer door, over which 
the tenant occupier had exclusive control. 

The floors below were occupied by other tenants, and 
all had access to their several holdings from the street, 
through a doorway at the entrance of a passage leading 
to the common staircase of the building. 

At that entrance was a door, open all day; but 
generally, although not invariably, allowed to swing to 
at night, and having no lock or fastening of any 
kind« nor any means of being so closed as to secure 
the premises fi'om intrusion from the street. 

It was under this state of circumstances con- 
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tended before the Revising Barrister, for the ap- 1863. 
pellant :— Henebtte 

Ist. That the subject of occupation was a bouse. Booth. 

2nd. That, if not a house, it was ** a building/' 
within the meaning of the qualifying clauses of the 
Reform Act, 

Srdly. That if not a house or building, the use for 
commercial or business purposes as a workshop of one 
of the two rooms, not severed in any way from the rest 
of the premises, constituted the whole subject of occu- 
pation a '' shop" within the meaning of the qualifying 
clauses of the Reform Act. 

On the other hand it was contended by the ob- 
jector : — 

1st That the facts did not show such a severance 
of the qualifying premises from the rest of the tene- 
ment, of which they formed the upper floor, as to 
constitute them a house. 

2nd. That the one room used as a workshop was 
not of sufficient value to confer the franchise. 

3rd. That the use of one of the rooms for the 
purposes of trade did not impart the character of a 
''shop" to the whole premises, the subject of occu- 
pation. 

4th. That the nature of the occupation did not 
warrant their designation as a ''building" within the 
meaning of the Reform Act 

Sthly, That the use of one of the rooms for habita- 
tion rendered the whole premises a residence insufficient 
to confer a qualification, because not a "house" within 
the meaning of the Reform Act. 

The Revising Barrister sustained the objection, and 
expunged the name of the appellant from the list of 



Booth. 
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1863. voters, od the ground that the whole premkesy the suU 
Hbnrettb J®^^ ^^ occupation, did not constitute in law a house or 
building, or a shop within the meaning of the Reform 
Act. 

If the Court should be of opinion that the deeimon 
was erroneous, the name of the appellant,. Peter 
HenretU, was to be reinstated in the list of voters in 
the parish of Si* Giles witkeui CrippUgaie. 

Kinglake, Serjt. {JJnderdown with him), for the 
appellant. The question is, whether the premises here 
being part of a house, in the ordinary acceptation of 
the word^ independently occupied and sufficiently 
severed, constitute a ^' house" within the meaning of 
the 27th section of the Reform Act, In the considered 
judgment in Cook v« Humber (a), the Court said, ** we 
think the true question in the cases cited and in the 
present case turns on the nature of the tenement occu- 
pied ; i& it such a property as the legislature intended 
to make a qualification ? Now, the statute requires 
some permanent occupation of and some independent 
interest in the property." Again, later in the judgment, 
'Mn Judson v. LucheU{b\ it is part of a house in one 
sense, and in another it becomes a whole house, by 
reason of actual severance." 

That case may be said to be sthnewhat in conflict 
with other authorities. 

[Erle, C. J. With some, but in accordance with 
others.] 

The cases dealt with in that decision on the one 

(a) K'ea. ^ Gr, Reg, Cat. 413; {h) I Lutw. Reg, Cat, 490. 

11 C.B,,N.S,$Z, 



XXVII. VICTORIA. 27 

side are Score Y.'Huggett(a), which decided that a 1863. 

person having the separate and exclusive occupation of |i«nrbxtb 

apartments in a house with a key to his roomSi and bootu 

one for his own use to the outer door^ the landlord not 

residing in the house, was an occupier and tenant of a 

bouse within the Reform Act ; and Toms v. Lucketi (fi), 

where the occupier of rooms at a weekly rent, the 

landlord occupying part of the house, but not sleeping 

there, was held qualified, he having a key to the outer 

door ; while on the other side are to be found Pitts v, 

Smedley (c), where the appellant rented two rooms, of 

wbich he had keys and also a latch key to the outer 

door. The landlord resided in the house* It was held 

the claimant was not entitled to vote : and Wansejf v. 

Perkins (HiWs case)(c;(), which had a like result. 

There the claimant occupied exclusively the whole of 

the second floor, and had a key to the outer door. The 

landlord also resided on the premises. The residence 

of the landlord seems to constitute the distinction 

between these cases. The fact of an outer door ex* 

isting or not seems immaterial, the real question in all 

the cases is, whether there is such a severance as gives 

complete control over his part to the claioumt. 

In Pitts V. Smedtey, there was an outer door of the 
premises, which the Court thought was the outer door 
of the whole house, and therefore that no severance 
existed. That was the first case of an attempt to give 
a definition to the term ''house," in the sect. 27 of 
2 Will. 4, c. 46. Actual severance in Cook v. Humber 
cannot mean structural severance (see pp. 425*6-8), 
dealing with the case of Judson ▼. Luchett(fi). 

(a) 1 luiw. Meg. Ctu. 196. {d) 1 LtOw. 252. 

Ih) 2 Lutto. 19. (e) 1 Lutw, 490. 

(e) 1 Lutw. 196. 
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1863. Here the door is not what is commonly understood 

Henrettb ^y ^^ outer door to the house. It is open day and 
▼• night It is submitted these premises are essentially 

different from those in Cook v. Humher, In AhocVs 
Registration Cases (a) (Irish), Bryan Keamejfs case, 
which was not cited in Cook v. Humher, Crampton, J/s, 
judgment affords valuable aid in construing this Act. 
The facts, as appears by the head-note, were, the 
claimant occupied the ground-front apartment of a 
house as a shop, at a rent of £20 a year. The en- 
trance was through a hall into which two doors 
opened and from which a door, called the hall door, led 
into the street. The landlord did not reside in the 
• house, and the other rooms were let to lodgers. The 

hall door was open all day, but locked at night, and one 
lodger had a key of it. The landlord paid taxes, and 
the claimant had the use of the kitchen and water 
supply in common with the other lodgers. Held, by aU 
the Judges, he was entitled to be registered as a house- 
holder. On page 24, Mr. Justice Crampton defines the 
requisites for a claim to vote. '' From the language of 
the Act it is manifest that the claimant who seeks to 
register under this section as an occupier • • . must 
show that ... his house, according to its general name, 
whether occupied to dwell in, to trade in, or to store his 
goods in, is in his exclusive occupation ; or, in other 
words, he must command the entrance to it and the 
exit from it. To effect this latter, he must have an 
exclusive right to and control over the outer door of his 
house . . ." He goes on to show that that outer door 
must be the outer door of the occupancy, and not 
necessarily of the whole house. This case is stronger 

(a) Page 22. 
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than that There a shop-door^ not Id one sense the 1863. 
outer door, was held to be the outer door. Here the hbnrettb 
actual outer door of all is open all day and all night. booth. 

In Cook y. Humber there was a distinct outer door, 
besides that which was relied on as belonging to the 
apartments or occupancy of the appellant. The 
building here cannot be said to be the house coUectiyely 
of one tenant more than another, and it certainly is not * 
the house exclusively of the landlord, for each tenant 
has exclusive control over his own outer door, between 
which and the street there is no door under the control 
of any other. 

Overend, Q. C. {Fawcett with him), for the respondent. 
This case is decided by Cook v. Humber. The words 
of the Act are, ''any house, warehouse, counting-house, 
shop, or other building.'' The '' outer door'' spoken of 
in the case, as under the control of the occupier, simply 
means the outer door of his own holding. Here the 
landlord might turn the key of the outer door and 
occupy the whole house as one. The case from the 
Irish Reports is at variance with Cook v. Humber. 

[Williams, J. The question hardly turns upon the 
existence of an outer door to the holding. The occu- 
pier of chambers in the Temple would hardly lose his 
qualification if he took off the outer door to his occu- 
pancy. The question for decision is, is there a sub- 
stantial severance, and the existence of an outer door 
is a circumstance among others for consideration.] 

He referred to Wilson v. Roberts {a). 

(a) Kea, ^ Or, 430. 
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1863, Bryan Keanuy*€ case is directly opposed to the 

HsifKBTTB decision of this Court ia Cook f • Humber and WiUom 

Booth. ^' Roberts, 



« 



Kinglakej m reply. The question bere^ as in Kear^ 
ney*8 case, is one of fact. Here there is nothing to 
preyent the appellant going in or out ni^t or day. 

WUscn T. Roberts was entirely diflferent. 

Downing v. LucAettiq) is a case where there was 
not entire command of the outer door and entrance. 

He contended that it was discretionaTy with a land- 
lord so to alter a private house as to make every suite 
of rooms a separate qualification for voting. 

Erlb, C« J. I am of opinion that the Revising 
Barrister was wrong, and that the claimant in this case 
obtained his franchise as being the occupier of ''a 
house" within the meaning of the Act, as declared in 
the judgment of this CSourt, in the case of Cook v. 
Humber. Hef occupied the whole of the upper floor, 
which communicated with the landing on the staircase 
by an outer door, over which the claimant had exclu- 
sive control. The case goes on to find that there are 
other floors occupied by other tenants, and that there is 
a common passage to the entrance from the street, to 
which there is a door capable of falling to, but in 
practice kept open night and day ; or if ever closed at 
night, it WBB closed by the door merely falling to of its 
own weight and without lock or fastening of any de- 
scription. In the dedsion of Cook v. Humber^ the 
Court felt very great difficulty in its endeavour to arrive 
at some definition of what should constitute '' a house," 

(a) 2 Luiw, Reg, Cat. 83. 
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M dkiingaished from a ^' part of a hoiMe." When it 1S63. 
was ooce assumed that there might be several hotues hehrbttb 
under one roof, it became necessary to hold, that - booth. 
the several houses under ooe roof might be divided 
either vertically or horizontally, t. €., either by a party 
wall or by a floor, with the intention of creating a 
separate tenement in each story. The next complica- 
tion for the Court to consider was, whether the flat or 
tenement would cease to be a " house," if besides its 
own outer door, there was an addttioual outer door at 
the bottom of the staircase common to all the flats : 
and the Court was of opinion, that a house or building 
might be so constructed, that every flat should be a 
complete and separate ** house ; " yet that there might 
be for the protection of all the ** houses" the additional 
defence of an outer door, — a door to the passage, or a 
door tp the bottom of the court in which the houses 
werey or some such other contrivance, without its pre- 
venting each '^ house'' from being a separate "house" 
within the meaning of the statute. That having been 
laid down in the course of the judgment, and the case 
of flats having been considered, the Court endeavoured 
to point out that the question, whether or not there was 
a separate house, did not depend upon the presence or 
absence of the landlord, qt upon the handing over or 
keeping back of the key of the outer door of all, but 
upon whether or not there was an actual severance ; 
and various authorities were cited, viz., — KUehin on 
Courts (a), and the judgment of Parke, B., in Monks v. 
Dykes (5), and the cases of Evans v. Finch (c). The King 
V. Umtorth ((/), and Downing v. Luckett (e). A more 

(a) Page 99. (d) SA.^B. 261. 

(6) 4 if. 4- FT. 567. («) 2 Lutw, Reg. Cat. 33. 

(c) Cro. Car. 478. 
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1863» defiDite description of what should constitute a separate 
Henebttb '^ house/' where several are under one roof^ I am unable 
Booth. * ^^ S'^®* Upon the finding of the Revising Barrister 
here^ the case is in complete analogy with that of 
chambers in the Temple, or the divisions of houses in 
Lincoln* s-Inn-Fields, where there are separate rooms 
occupied by separate tenants^ and there is a common 
staircase^ and sometimes an additional outer door and 
sometimes none. This case falls, to my mind, precisely 
within those cases where the place is open to the street, 
and the claimant is the exclusive possessor of a floor 
and has an exclusive control over the outer door of 
that floor. In the case of Wilson v. Roberts (a), the 
question turned upon what should be called the outer 
door. The claimant occupied the first floor of a London 
house ; there was not the least distinction in the nature 
of his occupation from that of any other lodger in any 
other house let out in lodgings; the landlord had 
the ground-floor and the first floor was occupied by 
Roberts, and though he had a key to every door of 
every room in his lodgings, that did not, in the opinion 
of this Court, create a separate house, there being an 
outer door and he living on the first floor. The docr 
trine we attempted to lay down in the case of Cook v. 
Humber appears to be sanctioned by the opinion of the 
twelve judges in Keametfs case in the Court in Ire- 
land, where the question arose in a difierent form ; I 
am of opinion upon the facts, that this appeal ought to 
be sustained. 

Williams, J. I am of the same opinion. I think 
that we are bound to abide by the doctrine that was 

(a) Kea, ^ Or, 480. 
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laid down after great deliberation in the case of Cook v. ] gg3^ 
Humber. That doctrine is, that a part of a house may „ 
give a franchise, provided it be occupied as an inde- ^• 

pendent occupation, and be* completely severed from 
the remainder of the house. Now certainly it is 
impossible to deny that; and having regard to the 
cases which have been decided upon this subject, it is 
not an easy thing to say what is an actual severance, 
so as to come within the rule ; but it is admitted on 
all hands, that a flat occupied as chambers in an Inn of 
Court does come within the rule. It seems that the 
occupation would not be different, because at the 
bottom of the stairs the occupiers of the different 
chambers might have agreed that they would have a 
gate, or an iron railing, or spmething that, if they 
should be so minded, might protect the common 
staircase from intruders. I do not see that this case 
differs in principle from the ordinary case of chambers 
occupied in an Inn of Court; and I think that there 
was an actual severance within the meaning of the 
Reform Act. 

Kbatino, J. I am of the same opinion. The cases 
no doubt do, and necessarily must, run very close to 
one another, and the distinction between them must be 
slight; but taking the facts as found by the Revising 
Barrister, I come to the conclusion that this is not part 
of a house, but .a '' house*' in the sense in which the 
term is intended to be used in the Reform Act. The 
only outer door of whicfar the Barrister speaks, or which 
he specifies as an outer door, is the door over which the 
appellant had exclusive control, that is, the outer door 
of his floor, or set of rooms. In fact, there was no 

VOL. I. H.P. D 
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1863. other outer door. The Revising Barrister does not 
Hbnrette call anything else the outer door. He does say, that 
Booth. ^^ ^^^ ^^^ ^^ ^^® passage leading to the rooms there 
was a door, but it was without any means of fastening, 
and without any of the essentials requisite to an 
outer door. It could not be used, as the Revising 
Barrister says, as any protection *' to the premises from 
intrusion from the street.'' It is as though the door 
had been taken off the hinges, and left lying at the 
side of the door-post. Then it would be no outer 
door. So here there is practically no outer door, 
and the Revising Barrister most correctly abstained 
from calling it an outer door, but says that the door 
of the premises of the appellant was the outer door. 
On these facts, there was such a severance as this 
Court thought — in the case of Cook v. Humber^^ihere 
ought to be; and therefore the voter occupied, not 
part of a house, but a house within the meaning of 
the Reform Act. 

Judgment for the appellant 
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1863. 



T 



Bennett, Appellant; Blain, Respondent. nov.2\. 

Whether the 
HE case stated as follows: — shareholden 

1 -r* • • T» ^^ *"y com- 

At a Court held before one of the Revising Bar- pany uniDcor- 
risters appointed to revise the lists of voters for the lestinff and 
southern division of the County Palatine of Lancaster an mstrument 
at MancheMter, on the 13th of October, 1863, the name fj^llft^^ 
of James Bennett was objected to, as not being entitled Jhe'ir'Kireaf 
to be retained or inserted in the Manchester list of d«P«»d» "P<« 

the form of 

voters for the southern division of the said county. ^hcir deed. 

^ ^ If this in itt 

The said James Bennett is entitled to one share in temu confers 

* , , on them as in- 

the Manchester Corn Exchange^ in Hanging Bitch in di?idual mem- 

' , bers no estate 

Manchester aforesaid, from which he receives more than or interest in 

.^ the land, but 

40«. per annum. only an interest 

The company of proprietors of the Manchester Com J," \tmcmi a** 
Exchange was established by deed of settlement, dated ^esHn Ae 
the 20th of January, 1837, and a printed copy of such J'^w^n of^"*^ 
deed (a) accompanies this case. ^^tl^Tbeln^ 

(a) The deed of setUement was chetttr aforesaid a building or JjlJ^^J^®^"^*^ * 

made between nine pexsons of the Com Exchange for effecting con- qualification, 

first part, and the several other tracts of sale therein by sample, 

persons whose names were sub- or otherwise than by bulk, of corn, 

scribed, &c., of the second part, pulse, and other grain, seeds. 

Such paragraphs of the deed as fiour, meal, malt and hops, and 

were referred to, or were material, any such agricultural produce for 

are as follows :— the time being, commonly sold 

1. The parties hereto and the otherwise than in bulk, as the 

persons who shall hereafter become committee shall from time to time 

proprietors shall, whilst respec- appoint. 

ti?ely holding shares in the capital 2. The capital of the company 

ofthe company hereby established, shall consist of £7t500, divided 

be and remain a company, under into 150 shares of £50 each, 

the name of The Company qf Pro^ 4. Appointed the parties of the 

frietors rf the Manehetter Com first part the present trustees of 

Exehamget whose object shall be the company, 

to provide and maintain in Man- 22. The building lately erected 

d2 
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1863. 



Bennett 

V. 

Blain. 



The land upon which the Com Exchange is built is 
freehold, and was conveyed to and is now vested in 



by the direction of the committee 
on certain land in Hanging Diteh, 
in Manchester aforesaid, which by 
purchase and exchange hath been 
acquired for the benefit of the 
company, and which is vested in 
the said parties hereto of the firtt 
partf for the respective estates and 
interests therein so acquired, shall 
constitute the Com Exchange, or 
building to be used for the pur- 
poses of the company ; and shall, 
with the stands and other con- 
veniences and fittings thereof, 
be held upon 'trust accordingly 
by the persons in whom the said 
land and hereditaments are vested, 
their heirs, executors and admi- 
nistrators. 

23. Empowered the committee 
to repair, alter and insure the 
buildings at their discretion. 

24. The committer may from 
time to time let the use of the re- 
spective stands and other conveni- 
ences in the said Com Exchange 
or buildings for any period not ex- 
ceeding, at one time, the term of 
one year; and so that the use 
thereof during such letting be re- 
stricted to the purposes of the 
business for which such Exchange 
is hereinbefore expressed to be 
establbhed, and be confined to the 
hours or times which, subject to 
the control of the general meeting 
of proprietors, shall be from time 
to time fixed by the committee for 
the transaction in the said Ex- 
change or buildings of such busi- 
ness. The committee from time 
to time may permit, for hire or 
otherwise, the said Exchange or 
buildings, and the stands or other 
conveniences, or any part thereof, 
to be used for public meetings or 



other purposes, which shall not 
prejudice or impede the free use 
thereof at the times appointed for 
such business, and may also from 
time to time demise or let any 
rooms, vaults^ cellars, buildings or 
ground for the time being respec- 
tively standing or being upon or 
under, or forming part of the he- 
reditaments and premises of the 
company, and which shall not be 
required for the aforesaid business 
of the Exchange, unto any per- 
sons for any term not exceeding 
seven years, or by the year, or for 
any shorter period ; and every such 
letting o( demise of the said 
stands, rooms, buildings, ground 
and premises shall be at such 
yearly or other rent, and subject 
to such covenants and agreements, 
and generally in such manner in 
all respects not herein expressly 
directed, as the committee shall 
think fit. 

27. All purchases, sales, mort- 
gages, demises and contracts on 
behalf of the company, or con- 
cerning any of its property, shall 
be made in the names of such of 
the trustees as the committee shall 
think fit, Trastees to execute 
declarations of trast, but such 
property shall be under the control 
of the committee. Any order in 
writing by them to be binding on 
the trustees and be their indem- 
nity. 

80. The annual general meeting 
shall have power from time to time 
to declare out of the clear profits 
of the company a dividend not 
exceeding such sum as the com- 
mittee may then recommend to be 
divided ; and any part of the pro- 
fits may be retained as a reseive 
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trustees. The income is derived from letiing the offices 
and cellars under the large room^ from letting stands 
in the hall or large room for the use of sub- 
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Bennett 

V. 

Blain. 



fund, and be eventaally applied 
in manner directed by any general 
meeting, with the previous recom- 
mendation of the committee. 

31. The committee shall, within 
one calendar month after the de- 
claration of a dividend, pay the 
same to the respective proprietors 
on their application for the same, 
and in proportion to their shares ; 
but no proprietor shall be entitled 
to receive any dividend until full 
satisfaction of all liabilities to the 
company which he may be then 
bound to discharge, and the com- 
mittee may, 'in their discretion, 
apply the same dividend in or 
towards such satisfaction, and no 
proprietor shall receive a dividend 
upon any shares exceeding five 
held by him in his own right ; but 
the dividend upon the prohibited 
shares shall be retained as part of 
the general funds of the company. 

40. The trustees shall hold the 
property of the company vested 
in them, in trust for the com* 
pany, and shall apply, demise, 
sell and otherwise dispose of the 
same as the committee shall di- 
rect, and for that purpose shall 
enter into and execute all proper 
contracts and assurances j and the 
same shall bind the proprietors 
and their representatives as fully 
as if they respectively had been 
parties thereto. 

48. As between the proprietors 
and their respective representa- 
tives the property of the company 
and the shares of the capital 
thereof shall be pergonal estate. 

49. The committee shall cause 
the name and place of abode for 



the time being of each present 
and future proprietor, or other 
holder of shares in the capital of 
the company, with the number of 
shares held by him, to be entered 
in a book, called the "Share 
Register Book,*' and upon every 
change of name or abode of any 
proprietor or other holder, and 
upon every act or event whereby 
the right of any proprietor or other 
holder to any share shall be di- 
vested or changed, such proprietor 
or his representatives who shall 
have become the holder of such 
share, shall give notice of such 
change, act or event to the secre- 
tary, within such time and in such 
form as the committee shall from 
time to time require. 

51. No representative of any 
proprietor, nor a^y person to whom 
any proprietor or other holder may 
sell or transfer any share in which 
he shall be interested, shall, as 
such representative or transferee 
or otherwise, be a proprietor in 
respect of the same share, unless 
and until he shall become such 
proprietor under the provisions 
herein-after contained; but such 
proprietor or representative, if 
otherwise legally competent in 
that behalf, may dispose of such 
share in manner herein expressed. 

54. The shares shall be trans- 
ferred in such form as the com- 
mittee shall from time to time ap- 
point, and shall not be transfer- 
able in any other manner, so as to 
entitle any person as between him 
and the company to become a 
proprietor, or to any other benefit 
in respect thereof. 
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Bcribers on the day on which the corn market is 
held, and for the right of personal entrance to the 
buildings and also from the money paid for tlie use of 
the large hall for public meetings, concerts, Sec. The 
company has only been registered under 7 & 8 Vict. 
c. 110, s. 68. The case set out the usual formal 
certificate. 

It was objected, 1st., That the said company being 
registered as above became a corporation, and the case 
of Bulmer v. Ncrris (a) was cited on that point. 

2ndly. That the interest of the proprietors was 
merely personalty, and did not confer the right of 
voting. 

Upon each of these grounds the Revising Barrister 
disallowed the vote. 

The votes of thirty-eight claimants were also dis- 
allowed, who claimed under precisely similar facts, and 
the Revising Barrister granted appeals in each case, 
which were consolidated. The names of all the 
appellants, as they appeared on the list of claimants to 
vote, were appended to the case thus : — 



Bennettf James 



Yew Tree Cottage 
CmmptaU 



Shares in Freehold 
Com Exchange 



Hanging 
DUeh 



If the decision were wrong the names of the ap- 
pellants were to be restored to and inserted in the 
register. 



Hannen, for the appellant. 

This was clearly no corporation. This company has 
no certificate of complete registration. It has only the 

(a) Kea, ^ Gr, 321 ; 9 C. B., N, &, 19. 
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certificate under 7 & 8 Vict. c. 110, s. 68, which it is 1863. 
expressly declared " shall not be considered as a cer* bennbtt 
tificate of complete registration so as to confer on any blLn 
such company the powers and privileges of that AcU** 

JBulmer y. Norris(q) differed much from this. 
There was a body of persons incorporated, a corpora- 
tion aggregate with perpetual succession and a common 
seal, completely registered and acting under the Joint- 
Stock Companies Acts, 1856, 1857. 

Sections 25 and 59 of 7 & 8 Vict. c. 110, show the 
effect of a certificate of complete registration as to 
incorporation. 

Webby intimated he should not rely on this point. 

As to the second point, it is said these shares are 
personalty, and paragraph 48 of the deed is relied on. 
But the agreement of parties cannot affect the incidents 
which attach to realty. Suppose persons in partnership 
were to agree that lands vested in one of them should 
be considered as personalty. That could not prevent 
the lands descending at his death to his heir-at-law. 
It would only amount to an equitable conversion. That 
point was considered in Buhner v. Norris, The lean- 
ing of the judgment there is, that the agreement of 
parties could not have such effect. In that case, 
Baxter v. Brown (£) is referred to. 

He read passages of the judgment of Tiadal^ C. J. (c). 

Wehby (with him Grantham)^ for the respondents, 

(a) Kea. 8f Or, 321. Luiw, lUg. Cat, 287). 

(6) 7 If. ^ G. 198 (Dom. Baxter (o) Paget 298-9. 

y, Newman^ 8 Se, N. R. 1019; 1 
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1863. only argued the last point, viz.: — whether the property 
Bennett ^f each proprietor is real or personal, and submitted 
Blain. ^^^^ '^ ^^^ personal. The question has been well stated 
in Sofferson Elections (a). The propositions there (2 
and 5) are in point : — '' 2ndly. Where the shareholders 
do not form part of the corporate body, but have only 
a right to share in the net produce of the property of 
the company, whatever that may be, they cannot vote, 
because such an interest is personal property only, unless 
there is something in the Act showing a contrary inten- 
tion "(6). 

" 5thly. If there be no act of incorporation, but lands 
are purchased and conveyed to certain individuals, who 
execute a deed of trust to divide the surplus profits 
among the subscribers, the shares of the latter would 
not the less be personal estate, because land was 
employed as the instrument to produce such profit; 
and as such subscribers take no interest in the land, 
they would not be entitled to vote. But if on the other 
hand the land be conveyed to the subscribers them- 
selves, or to trustees for their use, they would then be 
in the possession of the land and entitled to vote." 

For this last he cites Baxter v. Newman (c). 

JBliffh V. Brent, though the case of a corporation, in 
its reasoning fully applies here. 

This case is distinguishable from Baxter v. Newman. 
There the lauded and other propeily was vested in 
trustees, " upon trust for the benefit of themselves and 
their partners in the said joint concern as part of their 



(a) Page 22, edit. 1859. Bradley ▼. Holdtworth, ZM.^W, 

{h) Blighy. Brent, 2 You, Sf Coll. 422. 

JSx. 268 { Brockbank, Re Dilworth (e) Ubi tupra. 
^ Co^ Montagu ^ Bligh, 112, a ; 



Blain. 
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partnership joint-stock trade/' and though another 1863. 
clause declared that the land should be "considered ~- 

Bennett 
in the nature of personal estate/' yet the interest ^ v. 

being direct in the land^ the Court held it conferred an 
equitable estate, at least in law. 

When this deed of settlement is examined it only 
operates- by way of mutual covenant. See pars. 2 
and 22. The form of the deed of vestiture in trustees 
there referred to is not set out. The Court knows 
nothing as to it but what is to be implied. There are 
trusts for the company, but none for the shareholders 
individually. All direction and government are put on 
the committee. Par. 24. The committee have charge 
and direction of the property. Par. 30. The share- 
holders do nothing and control nothing, but are 
allowed dividends; and, by par. 31, each can only hold 
five shares. These are transferable — Par. 54. It is 
clear the proprietors have only an interest in the divi- 
sible profits : Bliffh v. Brent (a), there shares in the 
CluUea Waterworks were held to be personal property. 

[Williams, J. Have you referred to Myers v. 
FertgaKfi) in this Court, and the cases there reviewed, 
as to shares in a joint-stock bank, whose property 
chiefly consisted of land being subject to the law of 
mortmain ? ] 

The decision of this Court was contrary to that of 
the Vice-Chancellor Shadwell in the same case (c). 

He referred to Thompson v. Thompson (d), where 
shares in a gas-light company were held not within 

(a) UH supra, (c) 16 Simotu, 583. 

(6) II C.B. 90. (rf) 1 CoU. C. C. SSI. 
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186S. the Mortmain Act, quoted by Aldersati, B., in Bligh 

Bennett ^- ^''^^ («)• 



Blain. 



[WiLUAHSy J., referred to Myers v, Periffal{b)f 
when it came before Lord St. Leonards, He observed, 
on Baxter v. Newman, "The Court of- Common Pleas 
was of opinion, notwithstandiog the clause in the 
partnership deed declaring that the property should 
be considered as personal estate only, that real pro- 
perty which they had purchased for the purpose of 
carrying on their trade and vested in two trustees was 
property in which they all had an equitable interest, in 
respect of which they had a right to vote • . • but it 
turned on thid, or else it is inconsistent with the other 
cases, that you cannot take away that right of voting 
in respect of property, except by Act of Parliament 
It is an inherent right . • . which you cannot divest 
yourselves of. It is either that, or it is not distin- 
guishable from the other cases."} 

In Watson v. Spratley (c), it was held that a con- 
tract for the sale of shares in a mining company, 
managed on the cost-book principle, is not a contract 
for the sale of land, &c. 

Hannen, in reply. All the cases relied on are cases 
of. corporations. 

[Williams, J. The joint-stock bank, in Myers v. 
Periffal, was not a corporation.] 

(a) 2 Yo.4^ Ct>Z/.£x., pp. 294-5. (c) 10 Ex. 222 i 24 L. J., Ex, 

(b) 2 De (?., M. 4- G. 622 ; 22 53. 
L. /., Ch. 434. 
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Not strictly bo; but as much so, under the statutes 1863. 
then in force as to banking, as a corporation now would bbhnett 
be under the Joiut-stock Acts. Blain 

[Williams, J. In Edwards v. Hall (a), Lord Cran- 
worth says, ^'The company in that case {Myers 
V. Perigat) was a mere self-constituted joint-stock 
company."] 

This is a company only having bare existence under 
an Act of Parliament, to which we must refer to see 
what its property and the incidents to it are. Indi- 
viduals by agreement cannot alter those incidents. 
The trustees here have no power but by direction of the 
committee. The interests of the company are to be 
dealt with as the committee of proprietors shall direct. 
That is, the proprietors delegate their powers to some of 
their body. If the proprietors had been such a number 
as could conveniently determine and personally control 
the matters and did so, could it be then said that their 
conduct could alter their property, so as to make it real 
or personal ? The land is vested in trustees, but the 
whole business is conducted by the shareholders through 
their committee. The case cannot differ from that of 
two of a firm agreeing that land should be left in the 
hands of one of them to account for profits to the 
other. 

The cases will be found to be of companies, corpora- 
tions or not, within Acts of Parliament, or under the 
cost-book principle ; at all events, constituted in some 
way other than by the mere agreement of the 
parties. 

(a) 10 Jut. 1189 i & C, 25 L. X, Ch. 82. 
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1863. [Keating, J. Would the original sbareholderi by 

Bennett transfer of his sharCi part with his interest in the 
land ?] 

Yes ; but the transferor would be trustee for the 
transferee. 

[Keating, J. Who would have the vote?] 

The transferee, because he need not have the legal 
estate. The equitable estate is sufficient, 

Erlb, C. J. I am of opinion that the Revising 
Barrister in this case was right in deciding that the 
franchise was not gained; it is clear that the shares 
were not an interest in land : though I think he was 
wrong in holding that this company had the nature of 
a corporation, and so, that the shareholders were de- 
prived of any personal and individual rights by reason 
of these rights being vested in the corporation. 

The company was formed for the purpose of esta- 
blishing a corn exchange in Manchester. And the deed 
which has been put in shows how the land is to be 
held. The legal estate in the property of the com- 
pany is vested in trustees, and it is the duty of the 
committee of management to make profit of the land, 
and after paying all expenses to divide the surplus 
among the shareholders. I am of opinion that the 
effect of the deed is to give to each shareholder a right 
to call for his share of the profits, but that he has 
no direct right or interest in the land. The share- 
holders moreover are by the deed declared to have 
only a personal interest; modes of transferring the 
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property are provided, which are not consistent with 1863. 
the rales of law relating to the transfer of real property ; bbnnett 
and the whole tenor of the deed appears to me to 
constitute an interest perfectly well known^ such as 
in the case of many joint-stock companies has been 
the subject of much consideration ; and the terms of 
this deed show that the parties contemplated the crea- 
tion of that interest. Is there any principle of law to 
prohibit that intention from being carried into execu- 
tion? The legal es^tate in the land is in the trustees. 
Trustees might hold it in fee simple either for the direct 
benefit of those who subscribe the funds, or subject to 
any trust they will undertake and the subscribers choose. 
It has been chosen here that the trustees shall hold 
the land under a committee invested with specific but 
very limited powers, such as letting stands in the 
market-place, and turning the com exchange to a profit 
in the manner specified in the deed. The judgment in 
Buhner v. Iforris discusses all the cases upon this sub- 
ject, as well as the similar ones relating to the Statutes 
of Mortmain. That was the case of a joint-stock com- 
pany duly registered and incorporated, but it is clearly 
shown in the judgment that there may be more than 
one form of company in this respect ; for instance, one 
that contemplated that its lands should be vested in 
trustees, the shareholders having a right to a share in 
the profits but not having any of the rights or liabilities 
. that belong to the proprietors of land. So it is with 
respect to a company incorporated under an Act of 
Parliament, with provisions and advantages such as the 
Joint-Stock Companies Act To the same effect is the 
decision in Watson v. Spratleyy in which there is a most 
learned and elaborate judgment of Martin, B. It was 
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1863. in regard to a mine granted to a purser in whom the 
Bennett '^S*^' estate was vested. There was an arrangement 
that the mine should be worked by the purser, and the 
profits divided among the co-adventurers ; and the 
question arose, whether the co-adventurers had an in* 
terest in land? Their interest was decided to be in 
the profits and not in the land. It is particularly 
pointed out that the co-adventurers have no individual 
property in the land, but only a right to share the 
profits, and an interest in the clear proceeds which 
might arise from the sale of the joint stock, includ- 
ing the land, to which rights a Court of Equity would 
give effect. The judges in that case impliedly agree, 
that it is competent for people, if they choose, to create 
and limit such interests as I have assumed to exist 
here. The same sort existed in that case. The whole 
of the Court agreed on the principle upon which the 
case was to be decided ; but on the question of hct 
only, to which class of decided cases it belonged, there 
was a difference on the Bench. All of the judges, 
however, were of opinion, that if it had been left to the 
jury and they had found that it was the intention of 
the parties that the mine should be vested in the 
purser in trust to work and make the most profit of it 
for the benefit of the co-adventurers, the law would 
give effect to that intention, and the co-adventurers 
would have no individual interest in the land itself. 
The cases of Myers v. Perigal, deciding that shares in 
such a company as this are not within the Statute of 
Mortmain, and of Bulmer v. N&rris^ are to the same 
effect. Even as to Baxter v. Newman^ which has been 
remarked on, the distinction may well be, as pointed 
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out by Mr. Welsby^ that conveyance of the land to 1863. 
trustees, who were also partners in trust for themselves bbnvett 
and their co-partners, " as part of their partnership blaiw. 
joint stock in trade/* did not show a distinct intention 
to exclude the partners, not trustees, from having an 
interest io the land ; except in one respect, where it 
expressly stipulated that each partner's own share in 
the partnership concern should be considered to be 
personalty. But whether that case be rightly decided 
or not, whether Lord St. LtananU dissatisfaction be 
well founded or not, the tenor of the cases to which I 
have adverted affords, in my opinion, an ample founda- 
tion for the judgment to which the Revising Barrister 
has come on this point of the case. 

Williams, J. I am of the same opinion. I think 
that this case must be governed by the principle which 
has been laid down hi the most authoritative of the 
several cases to which we were referred in the course 
of the argument, and especially by that of Edwards v. 
Sall^ before Lord Cranworth, where the same principle 
was established, namely, — that shares in the Orand 
Junciion Waterworks Company, and canal and gas 
companies, were not an estate or interest in land within 
the Statute of Mortmain. Now, I gather that the 
principle has been solemnly decided to apply equally 
to a company which is not a corporation as to a 
company which is, and many of the cases were con- 
sidered in point, and were taken into consideration in 
Myers v. Perigal. The test I apprehend to be this : 
whether a shareholder in a company of this de- 
scription has a direct right to any portion of the 
rents, tolls or rates or other income from the land and 
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1863. property of the company, or only to a proportionate share 
Bennett ^^ ^^^ profits. Now, applying that test to the present 
Blain case, it seems to me that, according t6 the deed which 
governs the affairs of this company, the income of the 
estate, including the real estate in respect of which 
the franchise is claimed, is an income which is to be 
reaped by the committee : it is to be received by the com- 
mitttee, and the committee are to conduct the affairs 
of the company and incur such expenses as are neces- 
sary for the objects of the company ; and after payment 
of all outgoings to divide the balance of profit among 
the shareholders. I conceive that neither in law, nor 
probably in equity, is a shareholder entitled to the 
particular income arising from the land held in trust 
for the company. He is only entitled to a proportionate 
share of the profits. Therefore, according to the prin- 
ciple of those cases in which the Courts have said that 
a share in such company was not an interest in land, 
I think that in the present case the shareholders have 
no interest at law or in equity directly in the land, or 
in the income of that which is the subject of the 
trust, and therefore that they are not entitled to the 
franchise. 

Keating, J. (a). I am of the same opinion. I think 
the appellant has not an interest, legal or equitsible, in 
the land ; and that the deed under which he claims 
does not confer upon him any such interest. The deed 
creates a certain amount of capital to be raised by 
shares and applied, amongst other purposes, to the 
acquisition of land and the building of a corn ex- 
change. The shares are made transferable in the usual 

(a) Btles, J., was absent. 
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way in which companies' shares are transferred, and 1863. 
provisions are made for dividends, also in the way usual Bennett 
with joint-stock companies. That being so, what are blain. 
the rights of a shareholder ? Could he go at any time 
and receive or claim the money, or any particular por- 
tion of the monies, in respect of the standings in the 
corn exchange ? Certainly not. All that he could do 
would be to claim in respect of his share the dividend 
which would be appropriated to it under the terms of 
the deed; that is, the dividend resulting from the 
profits of the company. I think, therefore, that unless 
Mr. HanneiCs proposition can be maintained, namely, 
that it is not competent for the parties by any ar- 
rangement to disqualify themselves, as it were, to vote 
for land which forms part of the property of this 
company, this appellant cannot support his claim. But 
I think that proposition cannot be maintained to that 
extent. The, case of WaUim v. Sprailey seems to me 
to be in direct opposition to it ; and there is no autho- 
rity whatever in its favour. I do not think that the 
case of Baxter v. Brown is one ; for there it did not 
appear, as it does here, that the partners intended to 
divest themselves of the direct right to the land. They 
therefore did not lose their right to vote. No such 
proposition was laid down in the case as that it was 
not competent to any parties, by any words or deed, so 
to vest the land, that the result would be to disqualify 
themselves from voting. Therefore, the Revising Bar- 
rister was right, and the appellant has no claim to vote; 

Judgment for the respondent. 
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1863. 



Gaunter, Appellant ; Addams, Respondent. 

No9» 21. 

F. was duly fllHIS WES an appeal from the decision of the Revbing 

appointed, in JL 

1869, assistant Barrister for the borongh of Ashburton. The case 

overseer, at a i i i. i • - 

salary, and his Stated the following facts :-^ 

was confirmed The borough of Ashburton is co-extensive with the 
two^ustices!^ parish. There are two churchwardens and four over- 
c°i2.'^ In 1861 seers. At a vestry meeting of the parish of Ashburton, 
ofifJntiTn^to ^^^^ ^^ ^^ 2l8t of ApHl, 1859, Stephen YollandvvM 
resign, but nominated and elected to be an assistant-overseer of the 

withdrew it. 

Shortly after- gaid parish, under the provisions of the 69 Oeo. 3, c. 12, 

wards a resolu- "^ * ^ 

tion was passed by a resolution of the vestry in the following words :— 

by the vestry, 

increasing his " That Mr. Stephen Yolland be appointed the assistant- 
salary. He 
remained in overseer, at a salary of £16 per year, and at a further 

discharge of Salary of £3 : bs. for the making and collecting of way 
received the in- i^tes; and that his office be to transact all the duties of 
butnonew^- ^^ overseer, and to perform all journeys within eight 
conSraiation' ™^'®® Without charge, being paid, for the extra distance 
WM made by fceyond eight miles, a fair mileage ; and that the sureties 
that he was an he has proposed be accepted, namely, Henry Tozer, 
within 2 fri7/.4, Esq., and Mr. Charles Yolland:* On the 80th of 

c 45, s. 80, to ^ 

whom a claim August, 1869, the election of Stephen Yolland was con- 
to be rated in >, , - ^ . » i . • • 

respect of pre- firmed by warrant of appomtment by the justices m 
made. petty sessions as follows : — *' Devon to wit. Whereas 

the inhabitants of the parish of Ashburton, in the county 
of Devon, in vestry assembled in the said parish, on 
the 21 St o( April, 1869, did nominate and elect Stephen 
Yolland, of the said parish of Ashburton, in the county 
of Devon, a discreet person, to be assistant-overseer of 
the poor of the said parish, and did determine that the 
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duties to be by him executed and performed should be 1863. 
all such duties as appertain to and are incident to the caunter 
office of an overseer of the poor, and did fix the yearly addami. 
sum of £15 as and for the yearly salary of the said 
Stephen Yollandy for- the execution of the said office: 
Now, we the undersigned, being two of her Majesty's 
justices of the peace in and for the said county of 
Devon, in pursuance of the statute in such case made, 
and provided, do hereby appoint the said Stephen 
YoUand to be assistant-overseer of the poor of the 
said parish of Ashhurton ; and we do hereby authorize 
and empower him to execute and perform such duties, 
and to receive such salary as aforesaid fixed by the 
said inhabitants in vestry. Given under our hands and 
seals the 30th day of August^ 1859, at Newton^Abbot, 
in the county of Devon. 

" Signed, '* C. H. Monro (us.) 

« W. Creed (l.s.)" 
Subsequently to his election by the parish vestry, and 
before his appointment by the justices, the said Stephen 
YoUand gave the usual bond to the guardians of the * 
Newton-Abbot Union (of which union the parish of 
Ashburton forms a part) for the due performance of his 
duties. Sometime before the 25th March, 1861, Stephen 
YoUand gave notice to the board of guardians of the 
said union of his intention to resign the office, but he 
did not give notice to any one else. Prior, however, to 
Lady-day he withdrew this notice by letter addressed to 
the board of guardians. Stephen YoUand^s nomination 
and election was not by the board of guardians, but by 
the inhabitants in vestry. On the 25th March, 1861, 
a vestry meeting was held at Ashburton, pursuant to 
notice, ^' to take into consideration the necessity of ad- 

e2 
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1863. vancing the assistant-overseer's salary/' and at that 
Gaunter of^^etlng the following resolution was p'assed : — 

^' ** It having been proposed by Mr. Whitemay, and 

seconded by Mr. Priddis, that the salary of the as- 
sistant-overseer be increased to £25^ and that £5 be 
paid him in addition for the making and collection of 
way rates, in lieu of £3:5s.; and an amendment having 
been moved by MK W. K. Batten, and seconded by 
Mr. Mortimare, that the salary be not increased : it was 
carried by a majority and resolved, that the salary 
should be increased according to such proposition. 

'' Signed, 

'' Robert Georqe Abraham, 

"Chairman." 

From that time to the present Mr. Yolland has con- 
tinued to perform all the duties of assistant-overseer, 
and has received the increased salary of £25 per annum, 
but has never applied for or received any fresh warrant 
of appointment by justices. 

On the 16th November^ 1862, the sk\A Joseph Addams 
« and twenty-two others (whose names were set out in 
the case) served a claim on Stephen Yolland to be put 
upon the then existing rate, which was the first rate 
for the electoral year, at which time all arrears of rates 
in respect of the property on which they claimed to vote 
were paid to him as such assistant-overseer. They were 
not put upon •that rate, but were put upon all subsequent 
rates, which rates, as well as the existing rate, were 
duly made and allowed by the justices, and also signed 
by Stephen Yolland as assistant-overseer. 

Stephen Yolland made out, and, in conjunction with 
the churchwardens and overseers, signed the lists of 
voters for the borough of Ashburton for the present year. 
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At the revision of the said borough the name of the 1863, 
said Joseph Addams was objected to by the appellant Caunter 
as not being qaalified, upon the ground that he was not addams. 
duly rated, and that the claim to Stephen Yolland was 
of no effect, inasmuch as his appointment was revoked 
by the vestry of 1861. 

The Revising Barrister held that the claim made to 
Stephen Yolland to be rated was a valid claim, and 
overruled the objection, whereupon the said Joseph 
Addams duly proved his qualification, and his vote was 
allowed. 

If the Court should be of opinion that the service of 
the claim on Stephen Yolland was not a due service of 
a claim to be rated, within the 30th section of the Re- 
form Act, the names o( Joseph Addams and the twenty- 
two others objected to are to be expunged from the 
register of voters of the borough of Ashburton. 

Karslahe, Q.C., for the appellant. Yolland was not 
an overseer to whom the claim to be rated under sect. 
30 could be made. The appointment of assistantover- 
seers is regulated by sect. 7 of 69 Geo. 3, c. 12 (Sturges 
Bourne^ s Act) : — ** It shall be lawful for the inhabitants 
in vestry assembled to nominate . • . any discreet per- 
son ... to be assistant-overseer • . . and to determine 
. . . the duties . . . and to fix such salary . . » and for 

any two justices of the peace ... by warrant ... to 
appoint any person • • • so nominated ... to be 

assistant-overseer . . . and every person so appointed 

shall continue to be such assistant-overseer until he 

. . . shall resign such office, or until his appointment 

be revoked by the inhabitants of the parish in vestry 

assembled." The section concludes by providing for the 
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1863. taking of security for the faithful discharge of the duties. 
Caunter ^^ ^^^^ ^^ appointment is given in the statute, but one 
. ^* will be found in Bum's Justice, tit. Poor, 29th edition, 

pp. 1334 — 5. In both the yearly salary is set out. It is 
the plain intention of the Act that all matters as to fit- 
ness, salary, &c., are placed in the discretion of the 
justices. Theirs is a judicial duty. The statute has in 
this case been clearly disregarded. 

[Keating, J. Was it in the contemplation of the 
Legislature that a voter should make himself master of 
all the Acts relating to vestries or overseers ?] 

Perhaps not; but he must take reasonable precaution 
to see that the person through v?hom he makes the claim 
is the proper officer for the purpose. If such laxity is 
allowed it might be contended that a voter, knowing 
that A. had acted as overseer in 1866, was justified in 
making his claim through the same man in 1860, on 
the presumption that he still continued the proper 
officer. It is submitted that here no demand was made 
to be rated. He referred to Bamford ▼. lies (a). 

Coleridge, Q.C. (J7. Bullar with him), for the re- 
spondent, was not called on. 

Erlb, C.J. We think that the decision of the Re- 
vising Barrister was right. The objection relied on is 
that the assistant-overseer, by and through whom the 
claims were made, was not duly appointed to perform 
the duties of an overseer. But it is clear that his origi- 
nal appointment was a valid one, made and confirmed 
in all respects as required by law. After he had acted 

(a) 8 Exeh, 880; S.aiSL. /., M. C. 49. 
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some time in the duties of the oiBce he gave notice of 1863. 
his intention to resign ; but before the time mentioned caunter 
in it elapsed he withdrew his notice. Now, it is in the addIms. 
discretion of any one giving such a notice to withdraw 
it before the resignation is accepted, and no objection, 
was made to its withdrawal. After this the assistant- 
overseer continued to perform the duties of the office. 
Then, as a further ground for impeaching his title to 
discharge the duties of the office, it is urged that the 
vestry have, by subsequent resolution, raised his salary, 
and that thereby a fresh appointment by justices is 
rendered necessary. Now, it is quite possible the want 
of it might be a good legal answer to an action by him 
for the recovery of the increase. But the parish has 
always paid him the amount, and he has for several years 
since the alteration of the salary acted as overseer and 
performed all the duties of the office. We think, there- 
fore, that what has occurred does not invalidate his title 
to the office, and that the notices given by and through 
him were valid, and the Revising Barrister was right in 
so holding. 

Williams and Keatinq, JJ., concurred (a). 

Judgment for the respondents (fi). 



(a) Btlbs, J^ waa absent of any office or appointment shall 

(6) Compare the interpretation execute the duties of overseers of 

clauses, 2 WUL^, a 46, and 6 Fiet» the poor, by whatever name or title 

c. 18, 8. 101, which are identical such persons may be called, and 

as to this in language: "the words in whatsoever manner they may 

overseers of the poor shall ex- be appointed." 
tend to all persons who by virtue 
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Nov. 24. 

The form of ob- 
jection No. 1 1 
in Sched. B to 
6 Vict. c. 18 is 
as follows : 

•* To Mr. 

I hereby give 
you notice that 
I object to your 
name being re- 
tained, &C." 
F. sent notice 
thus: "To 
^dney Bice 
Force, thereby 
give you notice 
that I object to 
the name of 
ForcB, Sidney 
Rice, being 
retained* &c." 
Held no sub- 
stantial altera- 
tion of the 
form given by 
the Acts of Par- 
liament. But 
if that were at 
all doubtful the 
inaccuracy was 
cured by s. lOl, 
for the person 
was " described 
so as to be 
commonly un- 
derstood." 



Force, Appellant ; Floud, Respondent. 

npHE case stated that at the Court held before the 
Revising Barrister appointed to revise the list of 
voters for the city of Exeter^ Thomas Floud objected to 
the name of Sidney Rice Force being retained on the 
list of persons entitled to- vote as occupiers in the elec- 
tion of members for the city of Exeter. 

Sidney Rice Force stood on the occupiers' list of the 
parish of St. Sidwell thus : — 



Christian Name, frc. 


Place of Abode. 


Natareor 
Qaalifl- 
catloD. 


Street, ke., when 
situate, tec. 


Force, Odney Bice 


Dur'tf FUld 


House 


Dit^e Field in succession 

from house, Sidwell 

Street. 



The notices of objection were duly served, and the 
only question raised was as to the form of the notice of 
objection given to the party objected to, which was as 
follows : — 

"To Mr. Sidney Rice Force. 
" I hereby give you notice that I object to the name 
o( ForcCy Sidney Rice, being retained on the list of per- 
sons entitled to vote as occupiers in the election of 
members for the city of Exeter. 
'< Dated this 20th day of August, 1863.— Signed : 
Thomas Floud, of Bedford Circus, in the precinct 
of Bedford, on the list of voters for the said pre- 
cinct of Bedford, in the said city of Exeter.** 
On the part of the appellant it was contended that 
this notice was bad| because it was not according to the 
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form No. 1 1 in the Schedule B. of the sUtute 6 & 7 Fict. 1863. 
c. 18. It was argued that the notice ought to have run Foecb 
thus : — ** I object to your name being retained, &c. Sec,/* Flo'uik 
and great stress was laid on the circumstance that by 
the 17th section of the 6 & 7 Vict c, 18 the notice to 
the party objected to is required to be ^' according to 
the form numbered 11, Schedule B/' omitting the words 
'' or to the like effect" which occur in the 16th and 17 th 
sections in speaking of other notices. It was also 
ai^ued that the transposition of the christian name and 
surname in the body of the notice was likely to mislead 
the party receiving the notice as to its meaning, and 
that there were no words to show that the person ob- 
jected to was the same person as the party to whom 
the notice was addressed. 

There was no other person of the same name on any 
list of voters for the city of Exeter. 

The Revising Barrister was of opinion that the notice 
was not bad merely because it departed from the very 
words of the form No. 11, Schedule B., if it was so 
framed as to inform wiUi sufficient clearness the person 
to whom it was addressed that the objection was di- 
rected against his name; and the Revising Barrister 
was of opinion that the name of the person objected to 
was so denominated in the notice as to be commonly 
understood, and that it sufficiently appeared on the 
notice that the person whose vote was objected to was 
Sidney Rice Force^ the person to whom the notice was 
addressed; and the Revismg Barrister was satisfied 
that the person to wbom the notice was addressed, and 
on whom it was served, was not misled, or in danger * 
of being misled, by the form of the notice. The Re- 
vising Barrister, therefore, decided that the notice was 
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1863. goody and required Sidney Rice Force to prove his 
FoRCB qualification, which he failed to do ; whereupon his name 
Flo'ud. ^^^ expunged from the list. 

At the same Court Thomas Floud and Merlin Fryer 
respectively objected to the names of the several other 
persons, whose names and qualifications were set forth 
in a schedule to the case, being retained on the several 
lists, respectively mentioned in the said schedule, of 
persons entitled to vote in the election of members for 
the city of Exeter. 

In all the cases the notice to the party objected to 
was precisely similar to the notice in the case of Force^ 
except that the word ''freemen" or '' freeholders,'' as 
the case may be, was in the proper instances used for 
the word " occupiers.'* 

In all the cases the notices were duly served, and each 
notice was in the heading thereof duly addressed to the 
party objected to, the christian name preceding the 
surname, and then in thd body of the notice the names 
were transposed as in Forceps case. In these cases there 
was not any instance where two persons of the same 
name stood on any list of voters for the city o( Exeter. 

In all these cases the Revising Barrister was of 
opinion that the name of the person objected to was so 
denominated as to be commonly understood, and that it 
sufficiently appeared on the notice that the person whose 
vote was objected to was the person to whom the notice 
was addressed ; and he was satisfied, in all these cases, 
that the person to whom the notice was addressed, and 
on whom it was served, was not misled, or in danger of 
being misled, by the form of the notice. All the before- 
mentioned cases were consolidated. 

If the Court should be of opinion that the decision 
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was wroDgi and that the notices of objection were in- 1863. 
valid by reason of their form, then the names of the p^i^ii 
appellant Sidney Rice Force, and of the several other pi^oup 
persons whose names and quaUfications were set forth in 
the schedule, were to be restored to the respective lists 
from which they had been expunged. 

Karslake, Q.C. {Baurke with him), for the appellants. 
There was here no proper compliance with the statute. 
By section 13 of 6 & 7 VicL c. 18, '* in each of the said 
lists the christian name and surname of every such person 
shall be written at full length." Then the latter part of 
section 17 provides that ''every person so objecting 
shall also give a notice according to form No. 11 of 
Schedule B." This notice should follow accurately the 
description of the voter's name as contained in the 
overseer's lists. 

The words ^' or to the like effect," used in the same 
section 17, when directing that form No. 10 shall be 
followed, are omitted when No. 1 1 is referred to. This 
seems to be intentional. The former notice is intended 
for an official, the latter for the party objected to himself. 

[Erlb, C.J. Why must we assume the omission to 
be intentional ? it might be per tncurtam, and yet we 
may gather an intention by which they may be implied.] 

There has been no case before the Court in which any 
departure from the exact form No. 1 1 has been allowed ; 
on the contrary, there are directions that it must be 
strictly followed. In ^Vamsej/ ▼. Perkins {Quiglet/s 
Case) (a), Tindal, C.J., says, ''Unless, therefore, we 
could take upon ourselves, not to declare the law, but 

(a) 1 Lutw. Reg. Cos, 285; 7 M. f Or. 187. 



Floud. 
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1863. to make it, as we might think most expedient, we have 
Y^^ no right to require an objector to follow a different 
form to that which is pointed out by the statute." So 
Cresswell, J. : 'Mt is a safe rule, in construing Acts of 
Parliament, to look at the words of the Act and to con- 
strue them in their ordinary sense, unless such a con- 
struction leads to some manifest absurdity or injustice. • . 
It is said that it leads to hardship : that may be so ; but 
not to so much hardship as to require us to depart from 

* 

the plain words of the statute." 

EdswoTth ▼. Farrer (a) is an instance of the strictness 
with which the statute has been construed. 

Any but a strict construction will lead to great irregu- 
larity and cause much difficulty to the Revising Bar- 
rister. 

[Byles, J. Your objection comes to this, that the 
notice being addressed rightly to Mr. Sidney Rice Force, 
is vitiated because, in place of ^' your*^ name, the words 
are the name of Force — Sidney Rice.'] 

It is contended that the form given in the statute 
must be followed. 

A further objection is, that there is no such name as 
the nam^ of Farce Sidney Rice. He referred to Rogers 
oh Elections (&), 6 & 7 Vict c. 18, s. 17, and forms 
(Schedule B.) Nos. 10 and 11. 

AJellishf Q.C., for the respondents, was not called on. 

Erlb, C.J. I am of opinion that the Revising Bar- 
rister was right. Whether or not the Legislature intended 

(a) 1 Lutw,Reg. Cat, £17; 4 C. {h) 9th edit., App. cxxvii and 

B, 17. clxxxi— ii. 
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that there should be any difference between the two 1863. 
forms of notice mentioned in sect. 17 of the 6 & 7 Vict force 
c. 18, I think that the objector has complied with all floud 
the essential stipulations of the statute in respect of the 
notice which he has given. The words of the form in « 

Schedule B. of the Act, No. 11, are : ^'Take notice that 
I object to your name." Now, it i? objected that instead 
of the pronoun the name of Mr. Farce was employed. 
I cannot think that such useless literal accuracy, 
answering no manner of purpose, was intended by the 
Legislature. The words of the notice must always be 
taken with reference to the specific facts. The name 
may, I think, be put instead of the pronoun. The notice 
is properly addressed ; and though the christian names 
are made to follow the surname, there is no doubt what 
is the surname or who is the person intended. More- 
over, by the lOlst section of the Act it is provided, 
** that no njisnomer or inaccurate description, &c., in 
any notice required by this Act, shall in anywise pre^nt 
or abridge the operation of this Act, . . . provided that 
the person is so denominated ... as to be commonly 
understood." I think that this case is within the remedial 
effect of that section, and that, in substance, a notice 
according to the form required by the 17th section has 
been given. 

Williams, J. I also am of opinion that the Re- 
vising Barrister was right, and that the notice was 
sufficient. A notice is required by the Act according to 
the form in Schedule B*. Now, it is plain that it would 
be absurd to hold that the language of the form must be 
servilely followed, and that any variance from it what- 
ever should vitiate the notice. It comes, therefore, to 
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* 1863* ^ question of degree : is the notice essentially such as 
p^^^jg 18 required ? I think that it is. 



Floud. 



Btlbs, J. It is objected that instead of making use 
of the words " your name/' the two christian names 
and the surname are repeated in the notice. The names 
are, besides, transposed. But for purposes of this nature 
the surname is more important than the christian name 
or names. The surname will be found by anybody 
searching the list sooner than the christian name. 
Moreover, the statute says nothing of the order in which 
the names are to be written. It hardly seems necessary 
to have recourse to sect. 101 ; but clearly, if there were 
any difficulty, it is removed thereby. 

Keating, J. I am of the same opinion. It is true 
that there might, by possibility, be in the list of voters 
other persons of the same name as that given in the 
notice. But the Revising Barrister has found that this 
was not the case, and that the parties objected to were 
not misled, and the trifling inaccuracy is, at any rate, 
cured by the 101st section. 

Decision affirmed. 
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1863.. • 



Crowther, Appellant; Bradnet, Respondent. 

Nov. 24. - 

^HB case stated that at a Court held before the A parish, ir^ 
Revising Barrister for the borough of Kidder- municipal bo- 
minster, George Bradney objected to the name of IndTd'hamietf" 
Alfred WiUiam Crawtker being retained on the list of ^^ate pl!riJh?fBl 
persons entitled to vote in the election of a member for 5?J two S^ 
the borough of Kidderminster. The notices of objection. fo™«d the 

° J y parltamentary 

both to the overseers and to the said Alfred William borough of j:. j 

*' the hamlet was 

Crowther, were signed thus : — Oeorge Bradney y of >n another. 

OTwa A ncre were two 

Wharf HiUj on the list of persons entitled to vote in lists of voters 
the election of a member for the borough of Kidder- the municipal 
minster in respect of property occupied within the onrfofthe 
parish of Kidderminster'' ^Tfibjector 

The ancient parish of Kidderminster consisted of the I^be? himself 
borough of Kidderminster, the foreign o( Kidderminster '^^^l^^^ 
and the hamlet of Lower Mitton ; for each of which ^^^ ^ ^?^^« 

' for a member 

separate and distinct overseers, churchwardens, highway ^^^ ^- >? «»- 
^ ' / o ./ spect of pro- 

surveyors and other parochial officers were appointed^ perty occupied 

and separate and distinct rates were laid. parish of je:/' 

but did not 

The hamlet of Lower Mitton was within the parlia- specify on 

. i_ L r n jf ^h\Q\k list his 

mentary borough of Bewdley. name was. 

The said George Bradney, in his notices of objection tiws of object 
to the respective overseers of the said parishes or dis- **°" in^aiia* 
tricts of Kidderminster borough and Kidderminster 
foreign, addressed his notices respectively as follows : — 
*' To the overseers of the parish of the borough of Kid- 
derminster^' and '* To the overseers of the foreign of 
the parish of Kidderminster'* 

Two lists of persons entitled to vote for the parlia* 
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1863. mentary borough of Kidderminster were made out and 
Crowther published in the present year, one headed '' List of 
Bradnbt. persons entitled to vote in the election of a member for 
the borough of Kidderminster, county of Worcester^ in 
respect of property occupied within the said borough of 
Kidderminster,'^ purporting to be signed by three persons 
describing themselves as '' overseers of the borough of 
Kidderminster,'^ and the other headed '' List of persons 
entitled to vote in the election of a member for the 
borough of Kidderminster, in the county of Worcester, 
in respect of property occupied within the foreign of 
the parish of Kidderminster," purporting to be signed 
by three other persons describing themselves as '' over- 
seers of the foreign of Kidderminster." The name of 
Qeorge Bradney was on the first-mentioned list. 

It was objected, on behalf of the ^9l\A Alfred William 
Crowther, that the' notices of objection (which were in 
all other respects good) were insufficient, inasmiich as 
the said Oeorge Brculney stated himself to be on *' the 
list of persons entitled to vote in the election of a 
member for the borough of Kidderminster in respect of 
property occupied within the parish of Kidderminster," 
whereas he should have stated on which of the said 
two lists of voters his name appeared. 

The Revising Barrister held that the notice of ob- 
jection was sufficient; and the said Alfred William 
Crowther having failed to prove a qualification, his 
name was expunged from the list of voters. 

Twelve other persons, whose names and qualifications 
were set out in a schedule to the case, were also ob- 
jected to by the said Oeorge Bradney, and failing to 
prove their respective qualifications, the Revising Bar- 
rister expunged their names; but the hke objection to 
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the notice of objection in each of their cases existedy 1863. 
and was taken before the Revising Barrister, who gave Crowtuek 
the same decision thereon. The several parties objected Brad'ney. 
to, having given notice that they were desirous to appeal 
from that decision, the Revising Barrister allowed their 
appeals, and declared that such appeals ought to be 
consolidated. 

If the Court should be of opinion that such notices of 
objection were insufficient, then the name of the said 
Alfred William Crowther, and also the names of the 
several other persons mentioned in the said schedule, 
were to be restored to the respective lists of voters from 
which the same had been expunged, and the register of 
voters was to be altered accordingly. 

But if the Court should be of opinion that such 
notices of objection were sufficient, the register of voters 
was to remain unaltered. 

Karslake, Q. C. {Bourke with him), for the appellants. 
The ancient parish of Kidderminster consists really of 
three different parishes, viz., the borough of Kidder^ 
minster, the foreign of Kidderminster and the hamlet 
* of Lou:er Mitlon, which is in atTother parliamentary 
borough. The point here arises, under sect. 17 of 6 & 7 
Vict. c. 18, upon the words of the notice of objection 
"in respect of property occupied in the parish of Kidder- 
minster.^' This description includes other places than 
those contained in the parliamentary borough. It is 
clearly an inaccurate description of the qualification. 
Property in the parish does not here necessarily give a 
qualification, because if it was in the hamlet of Mitton 
it would confer no right to vote for the borough. 

[Byles, J. There must be two lists of occupiers.] 

VOL. I. H.P. F 
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1803. Yes; one for the borough and one for the foreign. 

Crowtheh Section 13 requires that the overseers of every parish 
Bradmet. or township shall at the stated times prepare lists 

therein described of the persons entitled to vote in the 

election for the city or borough. 

[Keating, J. The heading of the lists given in 
form No. 3 of Schedule (B), " List of persons entitled 

to vote for the city or borough of in respect of 

property occupied within the parish or township of 
— /' shows what is necessary. 

Williams, J. Your argument is, that the party ob« 

jected to ought only to be compelled to refer to one list 

to find the objector's description. But if there be two 

lists, and both are on one and the same church-door, 

we held recently, in Samuel v. Hitchmough (a), that a 
notice describing the objector as being upon the list^ 

without saying which, was good.] 

Yes; because there the objector did all which the 
statute in terms imposed on him. 

He referred to Edsworth v. Farrer (b) and the judg- 
ment of Maule, J. , He also referred to Tudball v. 
Town Clerk of Bristol (c). 

The Revising Barrister makes no reference to section 
101, as to '' curing inaccurate description of any person, 
place or thing,*' but simply holds the notice of objection 
sufficient. 

[Btlbs, J. You say there are no votera for the 
parish of Kidderminster, but only for the two di- 
visions.] 

(a) Kca. if Gr. 522; 18 C. B., (6) 1 Lutw. Reg, Cat, 517; 4 

N. S. 1. C. B, p. 9. 

(c) 1 Lutw, Reg. Cos. 7. 
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Just so. The objector says I vote for property in the 1863. 
parish^ and does not go on to say in which division. Crqwthee 



V. 

Bradnby. 



Webby for the respondents. Much of the argument 
for the appellants has proceeded on the assumption that 
these are three separate and distinct parishes or town- 
ships. It is submitted that they are one parish. 

[Byles, J. Can tliat be so ? Each has separate 
parish officers and distinct rates.] 

That is often the case with townships; but it does 
not appear in the case that there is more than one 
parish church of Kidderminster* It is argued on the 
other side that the qualification might be in Lower 
Mitton, but that is excluded by the notice stating that 
the objected is entitled to vote for the borough of Kid' 
derminster* The real question is, has the objector set 
out with reasonable accuracy the list upon which his 
name is to be found ? It is submitted that he has done 
so, and that this must be presumed in favour of the 
decision of the Revising Barrister. It must be taken 
as a fact that there is but one parish church. 

[Erlb, C. J. The words of section 23 require the 
notices to be affixed ** to every church and public 
chapel" of every denomination. How can we presume 
that there is only one church in the populous district 
referred to ?] 

It is submitted, that should be presumed since the 
contrary is not shown. 

Erle, C. J. There was a time when Couiis of Law 
would not take judicial notice that Dublin was in 

f2 
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1863. Ireland (a); but it is certainly too late to ask us to 
Crowther assume what is contrary to our experience of populous 
Brad'net. places, — an unanimity of worship in this district The 
presumption must be founded on our knowledge of 
what is usual, that there are many worshippers of many 
kinds who have churches and places of public worship 
within section 23. I do not think the description 
given by the objector is sufficiently precise to enable 
the persons objected to, to find his name in its proper 
list, without being subjected to the undue burden of 
having to search several lists in several places. 



The other Judges concurred. 



Decision reversed, without costs. 

(a) Kearney y. King, 2 B. & Aid, SOI, 
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1863. 



Jdamson, John • . 


Staithes • • 


j 1 
Copyhold houses Staithes, 



Garbutt, Appellant ; Trevor, Respondent. 

Nov. 24. 

THE case was as follows : — At a Court held in Guis^ I" ? manor, 
hesides free- 

borough, on 6th October, 1863, before the Barrister hold, a custo- 
appointed to revise the list of voters for the North Riding existed, heaving 
of Yorkshire, John Adamson was objected to. His ^aracteHsttcs 
name was thus entered on the list of voters for the jf ^^^pyhoid, 

but no title 

township of Hinderwell: ^««^» ''^^^ord, 

* document or 

copy of court 
roll. A yearly 
rent of a few 
shillings was 

The following facts were proved :- Ct/ToX^ ' 

1. The manor of Seaton, in the North Riding o/ [^jj;^ ^m '"" 
Yorkshire, is co-extensive with the township of Hinder * ^^now" of notice 

*^ to quit given 

vrell. The Marquis of Normanhy is the lord of the by the lord, but 

* ^ the tenant did 

manor. The township of jffiwrftfrtcW/ contains the village no' quit. The 

claimant so 

of Hinderwell, the village of Staithes, and the village held a house of 
of Runswick; the inhabitants of all three villages are £iOa-year. ' 
engaged in fishing or other maritime pursuits. In the though unabfe 
village of Hinderwell are freeholders only of the said exac^tly ^o what 
manor. In Staithes and Runswick all the houses and ^^^^yV^lu^ti 
other tenements, hereinafter called "houses," are held 'J^ld that the 

' ' claimant was 

und^r a customary tenure hereinafter described, which seised of '* a 

•' ' tenement of 

has there obtained for a long period without alteration, copyhold or 

° * other tenure 

No evidence was produced of any other tenure haviner (except free- 

' . -^ . ^ hold)" for his 

at any time existed in Staithes or Rwnswick, own life of 

,.,.. ,. BuflScient 

2. Between the said houses and m their immediate value, and was 
neighbourhood are pieces of ground which are part of lified to vote ' 
the waste of the lord of tlie manor of Seaton, of 2 wul 4 

3. Every house in Staithes and Runswick is held by *^' *^' 
a tenant on the court roll of the manor of Seaton, who 
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1863. P^ys a rent in respect of such house to the Marquis 

Garbutt of Normanby. 

Trevor. ^' '^^^ houses are generally of small value, but a few 

are of the value of 30(. per annum. The rent in each 
case is a very small or nominal sum, consisting of a few 
shillings annually, and is always much smaller than the 
annual letting value of the house. The rents on the 
various houses differ in amount, but the rent for each 
house has always continued the same in amount without 
alteration. 

5. No notice is given as to when and where the rent 
is payable, but by custom the rent is payable twice a 
year to the land agent of the Marquis of Normanby, at 
the place where and at the time when rent is payable 
by all tenants of the Marquis of Normaiiby in the manor 
of Seaion and elsewhere in the neighbourhood, namely, 
at a public house in Staithes called the White Harse^ 
on the last Wednesday of May and the first Wednesday 
of December in each year. 

6. To each tenant of a house in Staithes or Runswich 
80 paying rent a quittance is given in the following 
form :— 

" No* '* Manor of Seaton.'' 

" Received the 28th day of May, 1863, of ^ 
X, Y., one shilling and sixpence, for 
half-a-year's rent due to the Most Noble 
the Marquis of Normanby at Lady Day 
last, by me, *♦ 

" Arrear £ « John Kerr (Agent).*' 

7. The rent is generally duly paid« One instance 
only is known of a notice to quit having been served on 
behalf of the Marquis of Normanby on a tenant in 
Staithes or Runstvick, and in that case the tenant did 
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not quit No action of ejectment has ever been brought 1863. 

against any of the said tenants. Garbutt 

8. All repairs to any of the said houses are done by tke^toe. 
the tenant of the same, and at his expense ; and if 

any of the said houses have become ruinous^ it is built 
up by the teuant, and at his expense. 

9. Many of the said houses are let by the tenants 
from week to week or from month to montlh 

10. Every tenant is rated to the poor and assessed 
to the property tax as owner of the house which he 
holds. 

1 1. Tenants of the said houses have occasionally been 
on the Register of Parliamentary Voters for the North 
Hiding of Yorkshire^ their qualification being therein 
described as copyhold houses in Staitkes or Runswich. 

12. The Court of the manor of Seaton is held annually 
in October or November* Before holding the Courti 
the steward of the manor issues a precept to the bailiff 
nf the manor calling upon him to summon a jury to the 
Court about to be holden. The names of the jurors 
are chosen by the said bailiff and by the land agent of 
the Marquis of Normanhy out of the freeholders of the 
manor within the village of Hvnderwell and the tenants 
of houses in Staithes and Runswick. The steward of 
the manor presides in the Court, and the said land agent 
is always present. The list of suitors is called over and 
the jury are sworn. After other matters are disposed 
of^ applications from persons desiring to be admitted 
tenants of houses in Staithes or Runswick are heard. 

13. The person A.B,, desiring to be admitted tenant 
in the room of the outgoing tenant C. D., attends at 
the Court, having been generally, but not in every case, 
summoned for this purpose by the bailiff of the manor. 
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1863. ^* ^'f ^^c outgoing tenant, frequently attends also^ 
Garbutt ^' ^' '^ ^^^^ presented by the bailiff to the steward, 
^* who asks of hira (but in no set form of words), " For 

what purpose do you come?*' A. B. then replies (but 
without using any set form of words), '' I seek to be 
admitted tenant of house No. 24 in room of C 2) ," 
adding to the circumstance, *' I have purchased the 
house of C jD ," or " C. D, is deceased, and has left 
me the house by will," or ** C. JD. has died intestate, 
leaving me his heir at law," or as the case may be. 

Sometimes the bailiff states the circumstances of the 
case, sometimes one of the jurors, and sometimes the 
outgoing tenant. 

The steward then always inquires of the land agent 
if there is any objection to the admission of A. B.^ to 
which the land agent replies that there is no objection, 
or that there are arrears of rent due from the outgoing 
tenant, or as the case may be. The foreman of the 
jury is also generally asked if he knows any objection 
to the admission of A. B. In most cases no objection 
is raised by anyone ; but a case occasionally arises, 
in which all the circumstances, as well moral as legal, 
are inquired into; as, for instance, on the application of 
^he heir at law to be admitted tenant in the room of his 
father, who has died intestate : the foreman, or one of 
the jury, may say that he, the said heir at law, has never 
done anything for his deceased father or his family, but 
that E. F,f the daughter of the deceased, supported her 
father during his last illness, and that she is better 
entitled than A. B. to be admitted tenant. 

The steward, after hearing the whole discussion, 
decides, granting or refusing the application for admis- 
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sion according to his judgment upon all the circum- 1863. 

Btances, as well moral as legale of the case. Garbutt 

14. If A* B. is a purchaser, his application to be Ta/vofc 
admitted tenant is almost always granted — so also if 

he claims under the will of the deceased tenant ; but 
in many instances, notwithstanding the devise of the 
property in question to the applicant has been admitted 
to have been in all points of form sufficient and without 
fraud, his application has been refused by the steward, 
and another person has been admitted by him as 
tenant. 

15. If A. B*% application is granted, the name of 
C £)., the outgoing tenant, is struck out of the court 
roll by the pen of the steward, and the name of A. B. 
is inserted on the court roll in its alphabetical place 
among the names of tenants in StaiiJies or Runswick, 
as the case may be; A. B, then takes the oath of fealty, 
and pays to the steward a fee of eighteen peiice. No 
fine is paid to the lord of the manor. 

16. A change of tenancy of houses in Staithes or 
Runstoick often takes place between the holdings of 
the Manor Court. A. B., the person desiring to be 
admitted tenant, applies to the said land agent of the 
Marquis oi Normanbyy stating the circumstances of the* 
case. The land agent usually requires a letter from the 
foreman of the jury of the Manor Court last held, to 
the effect that in the judgment of him, the foreman of 
the jury, the said A. B. is best entitled to be admitted 
tenant of the house in question. The land agent, at his 
discretion, gives or refuses to give J* B. a letter to the 
steward of the manor, assenting to A. £.'s application* 
As a matter of fact, the land agent usually gives such 
letter; but he has occasionally refused ^to give the same^ 
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186S. ^^ the ground that the outgoing tenant was in arrears 

Qauutt ^f ^^^^' Upon receipt of the letter expressing the 

TasTOE. assent of the land agent to the admission of A. B.^ but 

in no case without receipt of such letter, the steward of 

the manor endorses A. B^z name upon the court roll 

for the time being, as in the following form : — 

'^ 1862, ^ Abraham Brown set in tenant for house 

Dec. 1 8. 5 No. 24, in room of Charles Davis** 

For every such admittance out of Court the incoming 
tenant pays to the steward a fee of five shillings, but no 
fine is paid to the lord of the manor. At the holding of 
the next Manor Court, the name of such incoming 
tenant is entered in its proper alphabetical place on the 
court roll among the tenants of Staithes or Runswick, as 
the case may be. 

17. Every alienation or change of tenancy of any of 
the said houses in Staithes or Runswick is completed 
by admission of a new tenant in substitution for, or in 
addition to the former tenant on the court roll of the 
manor of Seatan^ in the manner and on the conditions 
hereinbefore described. 

16. Subject to these conditions, if a tenant disposes 
of his estate in one of the said houses by sale or by 
* pledging, or if he disposes of the same by will and dies, 
or if he dies intestate, the vendee, pledgee, devisee or 
heir at law, as the case may be, is admitted tenant on 
the court roll of the said manor, and enters upon the 
possession of the property. 

19. In selling or pledging such estate, no deeds or 
documents of any kind are used, nor is any copy of the 
court roll furnished to the incoming tenant. If a tenant 
sells, he usually does so by auction, and the auctioneer, 
or his agent, usually before selling asks of the land 
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tgent of the Marquis of Normanby permission to sell, 1863. 
and in some cases undertakes to pay over part of the gaebwt 
purchase-money, when received by him, to the said land xaavoiu 
agent to meet arrears of rent due from the outgoing 
tenant. The handbills announcing the sale of a house 
are usually headed ** By permission of the most noble 
the Marqais of Normanby^* and the house is therein 
described as '' the property of the outgoing tenant/' 
AfWr the sale and purchase the vendee is admitted 
tenant in room of the vendor, either by act in Court or 
out of Court as hereinbefore described. 

If the tenant pledges his estate, the person lending 
the money is, subject to similar conditions, admitted 
tenant in his room or as co-tenant with him ; when the 
money is repaid, the borrower is admitted sole tenant as 
before. 

A tenant disposing of his estate by will describes it 
as ''his interest in groundage property" in Slaithes 
or RufUwich, or " his groundage property," or " his 
groundage," or " his frontage." On his death the per- 
son named in the will is, subject to the conditions here- 
inbefore described, admitted as tenant. 

If a tenant, being Kfeme sole, marries, the husband is 
admitted co-tenant with her, or tenant in her room. 

No instance is known of a tenant becoming bankrupt 
or insolvent and his assignees being admitted tenant in 
his room. 

In a very few cases one of the overseers of the poor 
of the township of Hinderttell has been admitted tenant 
on the court roll in the room of a tenant who has become 
chargeable as a pauper to the said township, and on the 
pauper tenant dying intestate, the overseer has continued 
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1863. 



Garbutt 

V. 

Trevor. 



on the court roll, notwithstanding the application of the 

heir-at-law of the deceased to be admitted tenant 
20. Herein follows an extract from the court roll of 

the manor of Seaton, for the year 1862, which was 

proved to correspond in form with all the previous court 

rolls of the said manor within memory. 

Manor of SeaionAThe Court Leet with view of frank* 
' to wit. J pledge and Court Baron of the 

Most Noble Constantine Henry Marquis of 
Normanby, lord of the said manor, held at 
the house of Johnson Ridley^ situate at 
StaitheSy within the said manor, on Thurs- 
day ^ the fourth day of December ^ 1862, before 
John BuchannaUf gentleman, steward, and the 
suitors of the said Court. 
The names of the jurors of the said Court, sworn to 

inquire and present as well for our sovereign lady the 

Queen as the lord of the said m«inor. 
Then follow the names of the foreman of the jury, the 

names of the twelve other jurors and the name of the 

sworn pinder. 



Ko. 


Name. 


Description 
of Property. 




No. 
51 


Dencription 
Name. |of Property. 


ess. 


Freeholders, 






Besttmclt, 


Backhouse 




Owners of 








George 








lands and 
















tenements 






87 


Brown, 


Dwelling* 






within the 








William 


house 






said Afanor. 






















[ Here follow other names 






RUNSWICK. 








in alphabetical order , 






Tenants and 








with description (J 






Resiants. 








property.l 


1 
1 



HiNDERWELL. 

Freeholders. 
jfdamson, Luke, 
[Here follow other names f but without description of property added.] 
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77 



46 
88 



Sta^thes. 

Tenants and Resiants. 
Jdamson, Elisha^ dwelling-house, app. 
Abram^ Thomas and Francis, dwelling-house, app. 
[Here follow other names in alphabetical order, with description qf 
property."] 

21. On behalf of the Baid John Adamson it was 
proved^ that the clear yearly value of the houses, in 
respect of which he claimed to vote, amounted to £10; 
that he had been admitted tenant of the said houses, 
and his name inscribed as such tenant in the court roll 
of the manor of Seaton, in the manner hereinbefore de-* 
scribed ; that he had thereupon entered into actual pos- 
session of the said houses, and has ever since continued 
in actual possession of the said houses, or in receipt of 
the rents and profits of the same, his name also being 
continued as such tenant as aforesaid on the successive 
court rolls of the manor. 

It was admitted that he had during his tenancy regu- 
larly paid to the land agent of the Marquis of iVor- 
manby a fixed rent in respect of the said houses, and 
had received receipts for the same as hereinbefore de- 
scribed. 

22. A person claiming to vote for the riding in respect 
of copyhold houses in Staithes or JRunswick would there 
be commonly understood as claiming to vote in respect 
of houses held in the manner hereinbefore described. 

23. On behalf of the objector it was contended, that 
the voter was a .mere tenant at will of the lord of the 
manor, and that he was not seised at law or in equity of 
houses of copyhold or any other tenure whatever, for his 
own life, or for any larger estate. 

24. The Revising Barrister held, that the said John 
Adamson was seised in law or equity of houses of copy- 
hold or other tenure^ not freehold, for his own life, or for a 



1863. 



Garbutt 

V. 

Trevor. 
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1863. larger estate, and accordingly allowed his naine*to stand 
Garbutt o" ^^^ ^'^^ ^^ voters signed by the Revising Barrister^ 
Tabvor. subject to the opinion of this Court. 

25. The claims of seventeen other voters, whose names 
and qualifications were, together with the name and 
qualification of the said Jbhn Adamson, set out in the 
schedule annexed to the case, depended on the like facts 
and findings, and were decided by the Revising Barrig^ 
ter in the same manner and on the same point of law as 
the case of John Adamson. 

The Revising Barrister accordingly allowed the said 
eighteen names to stand on the list, subject to the 
opinion of the Court; and he ordered the appeals to be 
consolidated, and duly named Thomas Garbutt to be 
the appellant, and Thomas Tudor Trevor to be the re^ 
spondent. If the Court is of opinion that, in the cir- 
cumstances stated, John Adamson was not seised at law 
or in equity of houses of copyhold or any other tenure 
whatever (except freehold) for his own life, or for any 
larger estate, the eighteen names contained in the 
schedule annexed to this case are to be struck out of 
the list of voters for the township of Hinderwell; other- 
wise the said names are to be retained. 

T. JB, Chitty for appellant. This question arises 
under 2 Will 4, c. 45, s. 19. *' That every .... 
person • • • • who shall be seised at law or in 
equity of any lands or tenements of copyhold or any 
other tenure whatever, except freehold, for his own life, 
or for the life of another," &c. The respondent claims 
under the section as copyholder, but he is not a copy- 
holder, for he does not hold by copy of court roll. A 
record of title is necessary to constitute a copyholder. 
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There is none here. The Revising Barrister has mis- 1863. 
taken a mere call-roll of suitors of a Court Leet and the qarbutt 
list of residents in the manor for titular court rolls, and an trevoiu 
ordinary receipt for rent for an acquittance. The alleged 
customs of the tenure are void for uncertainty. There 
are none of the essential attributes of copyhold property. 
No surrender^ no grant, no heriots, fines, escheats, for- 
feitures or rights of common. The respondents are 
mere squatters who have become tenants from year to 
year by payment of a nominal rent, reserved in order 
to protect the freehold. 

[Byles, J. Are not the words " any other tenure," 
kc, sufficient to include such a property ?] 

Submit that only copyhold tenure is meant. Free- 
hold property is provided for by other sections of this 
and the other Acts. There is now no " other tenure" 
besides copyhold and freehold, Coke's Complete Copy- 
holder {a); and by 12 Car. 2, c. 24, ss. 1, 5, all base 
tenures were converted into freehold, save and except 
(s. 7) " tenure by copy of court roll." 

Before that statute, base tenures existed in which the 
holding was not by copy of court roll, as ** tenant per le . 
verffe*\b). ^* And this tenure, which is now at this day 
called copy-tenants, or copyholders or tenants by copy, 
is but a new-found term, for of ancient time they were 
called tenants in villenage, or of base tenure, and that 
appeareth by the ancient tenures that those who held by 
the rod, or in base tenure, or by copy of court roll, wtfre 
then called and named tenants that hold in villenage, 

(a) Pages 14, 58, 66. 78, 80 and 81 ; Fiiz. N. Brtv. 

ijb) Cq. LUL 58a and 61a, sectf. p. 12, C. 
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1863. for tenants by copy of court roll are not specified or 
Garbutt named by such name, but yet they were called tenants 
TrbVoe. '" villenage or of base tenure." 

There are three sorts of copyholders. 

1. The ordinary, holding by copy of court roll at the 
will of the lord. 

2. Some are customary freeholders, holding by copy 
of court roll, but not at the will of the lord (a). 

3. Tenants in ancient demesne. That is a tenure 
only proveable by Domesday Book (i). The copy of 
that book published by ol-der of Parliament (c) has 
been searched, and these lauds are not entered there as 
ancient demesne. 

• [Mellish intimated he should not say the lands were 

held in ancient demesne."] 

It is not '^ terra regis" in Domesday, but it is men- 
tioned as the property of a subject, a baron ; nor is 
the land customary freehold of the copyhold or base 
kind. ''The evidences of title are to be found, as in 
pure or common copyhold, upon the court roils, and 
the entries declare the holding to be at the will of the 
• lord" ((f). Some customary tenants are freeholders: 
Passingham v. PUty{e), Suppose the respondent to 
be such, his claim here as copyholder is bad. 

2ndly. What is holding by copy of court roll ? 

The authorities (/) show that to be such tenant the 

(a) 1 Wms. Saund, 849. Copyholds, 8rd edit p. 43 ; Vin. 

(6) Fitx. N. B. 16, D. Jbr. tin. " Copyhold," "Grant," 

(c) Vol. 1, p. 3226, County 2nd ed'iL vol 6, }i, 2^; Kiichin on 
EuruUcyre (Yorkshire), Courts, 2nd edit. p. 168 ; Butler's 

(d) 1 Sleph. Comm, 217, 8rd ed. NisiPrius, 247; Littleton, sect. 15; 

(e) Keane ^ Gr. 26; 17 C. B. Kite^Queinton's Case, ^ Rep, 25a; 
299. Cruise, Dig, vol. 1, pp. 261, 266» 

(/) Coke*s Complete Copyholder, 4th edit. ; Sugd, Fen. Sf Pur, 14th 
66, 98, 99 ; Co. Litt. 58a ; Wathin's edit. p. 432. 
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respondent must prove his title enrolled on the rolls of 1863. 
a Court Baron^ whereas the only roll in which his name garbutt 
appears is a call-roll of a Court Leet One of the trbvoi. 
objects for which that Court was held was to certify the 
king, by the view of the steward, how many people 
were in the leet (a)* Accordingly, at the opening of the 
Court, the steward called out from a muster roll the 
names of all the tenants and residents in the leet, 
patting '^ app/' against the names of those who appeared 
and ''ess." against those who were excused from ap* 
pearing(i). Hence the words "app." and **es8." in 
the extract set forth in the case, and the entry of the 
respondent's name under the head of '' tenants and ^ 

resiants/' In a titular roll the nature of the holding is 
inyariably set forth. 

Mellish, Q. C, for the respondent. The chief dif- 
ficulty here is to decide what construction should be put 
on the facts found. It must be admitted the usages 
here cannot be accounted for under any rules of law« 
The question is, do the parties hold under some base 
tenure, or as tenants from year to year, or at will ? The 
argument on the other side admits that in the customs 
and matters detailed by the Revisor there is great re-*- 
semblance to those attaching to copyholds, but no 
doubt others inconsistent with that view are pointed 
out. Now assuming there are anomalies, is it not more 
probable those originated in some neglect of forms of 
law than that these persons are mere squatters ? Several 
facts here are inconsistent with tenancy at will. 

(a) KitiAin on Courts, p. 6. 66 ; Com, Dig, " Copyhold" (R. 

(b) KUch, Court Left, 11, 12, 19, 10) ; ffatkin't Cop. pp. 31, SSL 

VOL. I^ H.P, Q 
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1863. Where there are copyhold tenures for life, there may 

Gariutt '^ally be certain limited powers giving it to the copy- 

TmEvoK Iiolder for life^ he nominating his successor (a). Copy- 

holds for life are rare now, but there may be limited 

ones (b) as to surrenders ; *' and in strictness copyholds 

for lives are not the subject of surrender, &c." 

It is found in the case that the houses are held 
'' under a customary tenure/' and that ^* there was no 
evidence of any other tenure having at any time 
existed/' 

He went through the paragraphs of the case, arguing 
that there were stipulations inconsistent with a tenancy 
% at will* 

• 

[Williams, J. A tenancy at will terminates with 
the death of the tenant or of the landlord.] 

[Chittt/ intimated that he relied upon the facts, as 
showing a tenancy from year to year, and not one at 
will.] 

The facts are quite as inconsistent with tenancy from 
year to year. 

The tenants are summoned moreover to serve on the 
jury. They, on admission, take the oath of fealty. 

He was stopped by the Court. 

CAittjf, in reply. The argument on the other side 
goes to show that this is a customary freehold. But, 
if so, Isince it is not by court roll, it must be a freehold^ 
and then the case is not within the section relied on, 
the I9th section of 2 Will 4, c. 45, for that expressly 

(a) 1 Scrtven, Cop, (4th edit. {h) Pages 122, 153. 

43) 3rd edit. £6. 
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excludes freeholds, and the respondent, having claimed 1863. 
as a copyholder, his name cannot be retained on the garbutt 
list if be appears to be a freeholder (see 6 Vict. c« 18, _ '^* 

X REYOB. 

s. 40). The Act of Car» 2 having desftroyed all base 
tenures but that by court roil, there are none to which 
the words ''any other tenure whatever except freehold" 
can apply. These persons must be freeholders if they 
are customary freeholders. As to fealty that was done 
by tenants for years (a), and the oath of fealty was 
taken at the Court Leet ; whether in the particular case 
of the respondent it was done or not does not appear. 

EftLB, C. J. I think that the Revising Barrister was 
right. I should on the same evidence have come to tlie 
same conclusion, not because I can discover, according 
to the doctrines of the law, exactly to what description 
of tenure this estate belongs. I can only ascertain by 
exhaustive process what it is not, and then have recourse 
to the general words of the section we are considering. 
Is it freehold ? It has incidents not cx)nsistent with 
freehold. Neither is it a tenancy at will or a mere 
^ squatter^s" interest. It is not subject to notice to quit, 
and is a permanent interest enjoyed at least for life 
by those who hold it. The persons holding afler this 
fashion have so held for generations. If the history 
of England be looked into, it will be found that copy- 
holders were at one time mere tenants at the will of 
the lord. Their estate at length grew into permanent 
interests varying in many manors, in some of which 
there are customs similar to these. No one can say when 
this happened, but copyholders now enjoy a definite 

(a) Kiteh. Courts, 263, 264; C». Cop. 19. 

g2 
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1863. estate of permanent duration. Some of the customs 
Garbutt **ttted in this case are inconsistent with the rules by 
Trrvob. which copyholds are governed. But taking together 
the whole of the facts found by the Revising Barrister 
concerning these persons, it would seem that their right 
to or estate in the land is a permanent one, at least for 
life, and that it is not freehold. Then the statute enacts, 
^ that every male person seised at law or in equity of 
any lands or tenements of copyhold, or any other tenure 
whatever, except freehold," of a certain value, shall be 
entitled to vote. This clearly includes any tenure of 
whatever description, except freehold ; and as there is 
an estate here, it must be held on a tenure of some 
description. I therefore think that the persons who 
have this estate have a qualification to vote. 

Williams, J. I am of the same opinion. There is 
a great deal of learning in the books on the subject of 
copyholds, from the passage in Co. LiiL 68 b, to the 
case of Doe d. Edmunds v. LlewelUn (a). With regard 
to these curious tenures instances of the kind are 
not rare in the north of England. They are sometimes 
known by the name of customary freehold, sometimes 
by the name of tenant right. There has been much 
controversy whether they are copyhold or freehold. It 
is immaterial here whether they are freehold or copy* 
hold, since the annual value is found to be above £10. 
But the use of the word ^* tenure" in the Act clearly 
points to such estates as were copyhold or in the nature 
of copyhold. Any tenure which is copyhold, or is of 
any other kind except freehold, b equally within the 

(a) 2 Or,, Hi. 4 X. 50^ 
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words of this section. The whole question is, was the 1863. 

Revising Barrister right in holding that the words of garidtt 

the Act applied to a tenancy of this description ? It is t&evok. 

trae that there are in the history of the enjoyment of 

these tenements many circumstances difficult to reconcile 

with any tenure at all, and which are rather to be referred 

to an encroachment on the waste. But we should bear 

in mind, that these circumstances were created by a 

lord dealing with people who were quite unable to resist 

him. This might lead the lord or his steward seeking 

to secure profit from the land to do lawless acts and 

impose conditions unauthorized by the law on those who 

occupied these tenements, against which the tenants 

would find it difficult to resist. 

I therefore think that there were materials on which 
the Revising Barrister might fairly come to the con* 
elusion at which he arrived. 

Bylbs, J. I concur. If the Revising Barrister had 
not found that these were of copyhold or other tenure 
not freehold, I should have thought that the legal estate 
here was in the lord. These are not tenants at will, nor 
for life. Looking at the various incidents to these 
estates, the question is, whether they are copyhold or 
of some other tenure not freehold.' We should not de- 
cide against the Revising Barrister unless we could see 
clearly that they were not within the description of those 
words. It would be hard to say what the tenure is. 
It 18 not found that it is a legal copyhold ; the words 
are '' I hold that John Adamson was seised in law or 
equity of houses of copyhold or other tenure not free- 
hold.'' I cannot say that the Revising Barrister was 
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1863. wrong in holding that the tenure, whatever it was, was 



Oarbutt within the words of the section. 

V. 
tVOK. 



I%fel 



Keating, J. I am of the same opinion. The facts 
are peculiar. Though in strictness this estate is not 
copyhold, there are certain incidents to it sufficient to 
bring it within the words of the Act of Parliament, 
^ copyhold or any other tenure whatever, except free- 
hold." 

Decision affirmed* 



L' 



CASES 

ARGUED AND DETEKMIKED 

IH TBI 

COURT OF COMMON PLEAS 

IJNDEE THE STAT. 6 VICT. o. 18, 

IH 

MICHAELMAS TERM. 

IH IHK 

TWENTY-EIGHTH YEAE OP QtTEBN VICTORIA. 



Oram, Appellant ; Cole, Eespondent. 



1864. 



A T a Court held for the revision of the lists of rp^g p^^g^^ ^f 
voters for the borough of DevonpoH, Edward ^^oi^'o^^^^ 
WiUiam Cole objected to the name of John Adams ^^^^^^^^ 
being retained upon the list of voters for the said ^^ *^® . ^ 

° * borough of D, 

borough. Each parish 

has ita sepa- 

The notices of ol^jection were duly served both upon rate pariah 
the overseers and the voter, and were in the following separate lists 

n , of voters are 

lOnn :— made out, and 

« To Mr. John, Adams,^ ^t^^^^t 

" 33, Union Street, East Stonehouae, ^^^p }^ each 

' ' , ^ pansh respec- 

" I hereby give you notice that I object to your tiveiy. in a 

notice of 
objection the 

objector described himself as ''on the list of voters for the borough of i>. and Unon' 

ehip(^E.S.'* HcW, good. , 

VOL. L H.P. H 
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1864. name being retained on the list of persons entitled to 
" vote in the election of members for the borough of 
Devonport and township of East StonehovM. 

m 

"Dated this 24th day of August, 186*:— Edward 
Wmiam Cole, of 69, Dwmford Street, on the 
list of voters for the borough of Devonport and 
township of East Stonehouse." 

** It was objected to these notices that it did not ap- 
pear from them on what list the objectors name was to 
be found, and, moreover, that there was in fact no such 
list as that described in the notice of objection. The 
borough of Devonport consists of the parish of Stoke 
Damerel and the parish or township of East Stonehouse. 
Each of these parishes has distinct churchwardens and 
overseers, di^inct places of worship, and separate lists of 
voters are stuck up at the several places of worship by 
the respective overseers and churchwardens of each 
parish or township. The list stuck up by the church- 
wardens and overseers of Stoke Damerel is headed : — 
^* List of persons entitled to vote for the borough of 
Devonport, in respect of property occupied within the 
parish of Stoke Damerel." 

The list stuck up by the churchwardens and over- 
seers for the parish or township of East Stonehouse is 
headed : — ^* List of persons entitled to vote for the 
borough of Devonport in respect of property occupied 
within the township of East Stonehouse.'* 

On this list the name of the said Edward WiUiam 
Cole appeared with the place of residence as stated in 
the notice of objection. 

There is no other Dumford Street in the borough of 
Devonpoft than the Dumford Street in which the said 
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Sdward William Ccle lives, and that is within the town- 1864. 
ship of East Sionehause. 

Thirty-nine other Yoten whose names were on the r. 

list were ^so objected to, and the notices of objection 
in each case were in precisely the same words. 

The Kevising Barrister held the notices of objection 
good, and all the names of the voters objected to were 
expunged firom the register. 

The appeals were consolidated. 

If the Conrt should be of opinion that such notices 
of objection were insufficient, then the name of the said 
John Adatna, and also the names of the other persons 
mentioned in the schedule annexed to the case, were 
to be restored to the list of voters from which the same 
had been expunged, and the register of voters was to 
be altered accordingly. 

Kardakey Q. C. {Lopes with him), for the appellant 
The description of the objector is insufficient He 
describes himself as being on a list which has no ex- 
istence. Schedule R Na 10, of the Statute 6 & 
7 VicL c 18, is not to be literally followed: at 
least, if it be, that is not enough. He read also 
No. 11. It is not sufficient that the form in the 
schedule is followed. That must, sometimes be de- 
viated from, as where there are two parishes. 

Edsworth v. Farrer (a), is in point. There the register 
of the borough of £. comprised four distinct and separate 
lists, and a notice of objection, in which the objector only 
described himself as *' R. F, on the list of voters for the 
borough of L." was held insufficient 

(a) 1 Lutiw. Rtg, Oat, 617, 8. C, 4 C. B, 9/ 

B 2 
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1864. WUde, C. J., there says, "We may collect from that 

I that the Legislature intended that reference should 

Oram ° 

▼. be made to the particular list upon which the name of 

the objector is to be found." And Mauley J., in the 
same case, cites TudbaU v. The Town-Clerk of Bristol (a), 
and says, " The opinion of Tiiidal, C. J., there expressed 
would be inapplicable, unless the statute did, in the 
judgment of the Court, require the objector, if on the 
list of freemen, to state so.'' 

Crofuther v. Bradney (6), is to the same effect. The 
Court decided that if an objector's name be on one of 
two lists for a borough, the notice must specify which — 
the trouble is not to be put on the voter objected to. 

Applying the principles of those decisions here, this 
notice is clearly bad: the objector describes a non- 
existing list There is not a sufficient compliance with 
the act of Parliament 

Montague SmWi, Q. C. (Philbridi with him), for the 
respondent, was not called on. 

Eblb, C. J. I think the Revising Barrister was right 
The objector has described the list unambiguously; 
and the party objected to can see if this is ^ mer^ 
sham objector, or if the notice proceeds from one who 
has a right to object It appears from the form given 
in Schedule B. to the 6 VicL c. 18 (No. 10), that in the 
notice of objection to be delivered to the overseers, the 
place of abode of the objector must be stated, and also 
the list of voters in which the name of the objector 
appears ; and it is added in a note, that if there is 

. (a) 1 LtUw. Beg. Car. 7; 7 ScoU, (6) AnU, p. 63, S. 0. ; 16 C, B., 
N. B. 486. N. S. 636. 
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more than one list of Yoters, the notice of objection 1864. 
should specify the list to which the objection refers* ' 
The Court has held that if there be more than one list 
of votersj^ the objector must specify on which list his 
name appears, so as to give the person objected to the 
power of seeing he has a real objector. In this case it 
appears that there are two parishes in the borough of 
Detfonport — viz., Stoke Damerd and East Stonehouse^ 
each having distinct churchwardens and overseers, and 
separate lists of voters, one for the parish of Stohe 
Damerdf and the other for the parish or township of 
East Stonehotise. Has the objector here complied with 
the statutory requirement ? The notice in this case de- 
scribes the objector as " of 69, Dumford Street, on the 
list of voters for the borough of Devonport, and town- 
ship of East Stonehouse.'* I think it would be a per- 
version of the plain meaning of this notice if we held 
it bad. It seems to me sufficiently to guide a person 
to the list intended — namely, the list of those voters 
for the borough of Devonport who reside in the town- 
ship of East Stonehouae, 1 can hardly see how the 
objector could be more explicit or more accurate. 

Byles, J. It seems to me the more it is argued 
there is no list for the borough of Devonport, the more 
conclusively it is shown this notice is free from all 
objection. 

Keating, J., concurred. 

Decision affirmed (a). 

(a) See Qadtby v. Warhurton, Ashley, ib. 307. 
1 Lutw. Beg. Com. 186; Barton v. 
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1864. 



I^ov. 18. 

Where two or 
morebarrii'' 
ten are ap- 
pointed to 
revise the 



Blain, Appellant ; The Ovebseebs of 
PiLKiNGTON, Eespondents. 

T^HIS was an appeal to Her Majesty's Court of Com- 
mon Pleas at Westminster from a decision of one 

of the Revising Barristers appointed to revise the lists 
one hearB» and of parliamentary voters for the southern divbion of 
cates ona par* Lancashire^ upon certain points of law arising out of 

ticuUr caae. ^j^^ foUowing factS. 

At a Court held by adjournment in Bury on the 13th 
of Octcher^ 1864, before the barrister appointed to re- 
vise the lists of voters in the election of members of 
parliament for the southern division of Lancashire^ the 
Rev. Thomas CorssTy incumbent of Stand, in the town- 
ship of PUkinffton, applied to have his name restored 
to the list for that township. 

The name had been removed in due course by one of 
the revising barristers (a) for the same division of the 
County, at the previous sitting of the Court, in conse- 



it is not oom< 
petentto 
another to 
re-hear the 



Twohar- 
ristenwers 
jointly ap- 
pointed to 
reyise for the 
county of X. 
At a Court 
held by one 
barrister, a 
claimant was 
duly objected 
to; and not 
being present 
his name was 
expunged 
from the list. 
The Court was 
acUoumed, 
and on a sub- 
sequent day 
the revision of 
the same list 



consequence^ the Lord Chief Jua- 
tioe, who had been judge of the 
preceding aasuse, under the power 
given by sect. 29 of 6 Vic c. 18, 
appointed another Banister, be- 
fore whom the point reaenred 



(a) Though not stated in the 

case, the fact was, that only one 

Revieing Barrister had been in the 

first instance appointed to revise 

the list ; but^ owing to the number 
was continued ^^ claims, it became manifest that 
before the he could not finish the buflinesB 

other barrla- ^thin the prescribed time. In 

ter « X ne 

claimant 

came, and gave a reasonable excuse for his absence; and, at his instance^ the second 

Bevising Barrister re-heard the case, and restored the name. 

Held, the decision was erroneods ; for on the first occasion there had been a proceed- 
ing in/oro contention, fully heard and finally determined ; besides which there was no 
evidence that the objector waa present, ready with his proofi^ on the second hearing. 
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qnence a£ its having been duly objected to^ and of the 1864. 

absence of the applicant or any one on his behalf, 

when the name in its order was called. At the time in y. 

question, the applicant had been in attendance on his OyxBssxBdov 

bishop in performance of his duties as Rural Dean of ^"•*™<*''<>*- 

Bury ; but with due precaution he had provided a fit 

and proper person to attend the Revising Barristers' 

Court on his behalf, and support his right to remain 

on the register. 

Upon this application being made objection was 
taken that the Revising Barrister had no power to 
entertain it 

But he was of opinion (a) : — 

First, that although the list in question had been 
gone through and been duly initialed and signed by his 
colleague, yet as it was then in his hands, his power to 
do in open Court all things proper for perfecting the 
list in accordance with the intention and purpose of 
the statutes in that case provided still remained. 

Secondly, that the marks of erasure upon the name 
and qualification of the applicant in the list, accom- 
panied by the initials of his colleague in the margin 
were to him sufficient evidence that a valid notice of 
objection in this particular instance had been duly 
proved in open Court, and that it was competent for 
him without further proof of such notice to investigate 
the right of the applicant to be upon the register. 

Thirdly, that such investigation after being initiated 

(a) The fonndatioii of the learned the Act having been performed* 
BeTiBor^g decision appears to have it was his duty to decide the mat- 
been, that the proceedings before ter on public grounds, witbout re- 
hlm were not in the nature of a gard to the presence or absence of 
suit inUr parUt ; and, there being the olgector. 
proof of all matters required by 
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1864. ^7 proof of sacli notice was a proceeding in the hands 

of the Revising Barrister solely, and was not inrali- 

Y. dated by the absence of the objector, or his agent, or if 

Ths 

OTBR8EEB8 OT prcsent, by any refusal on their part to assist 

^^^' Being further of opinion that the applicant through 
no default in him had been removed from the register, 
the Revising Barrister in the exercise of his discretion 
entertained the application, and upon investigation of 
the claimant's right, being satisfied that he was entitled 
to be on the register, restored his name. 

If the Court should be of opinion that the said Bar- 
rister had not power so to do, the name was to be 
erased. 

Keane, Q. C, for the appellant What has been done 
by the said Revising Barrister was without juris- 
diction. 

The authority of a revisor is purely statutory* : 8& 32 
& 33 of 6 Vict, a 1 8, give him his powers and the manner 
of executing them. ViThen the second revisor came to 
this book the name was erased : this of necessity had 
been done in open Court It is true his colleague had 
left the list unfinished, but part was perfected. He 
here read sect 41 of the Act Suppose a case requiring 
it was made out, the Barrister had power to adjourn the 
hearing. The list must be revised in open Court, the 
Act is judicial ; the functions judicial ; and the ordi- 
nary rules of administering justice must prevaiL 

[Btles, J. The objector was doubtless present at 
the last decision ?] 

Yes : but it is one thing for the objector to be pre- 
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sent, and another to be present with his evidence. 1864. 
What was done was in effect this, the Assistant Re- 
rising Barrister constituted himself a Court of Appeal y. 

from the first Here the strict requirements of sect 41 oyxBsms ot 
had been gone through even to the initialing in open P'""««>»- 
Court and signing of the pages. 

There is a prevalent idea — almost a superstition 
among revising barristers — that the moment the list is 
signed, that moment all further jurisdiction in him 
has ceased. 

In answer to a question from the Court he gave the 
account of the second appointment of a revisor, which 
appears in the note at the commencement of this 
Report He added, the second revisor had relied on the 
words of sect 29 of 6 Vict, c. 18, ** and such barrister so 
subsequentlf appointed shall have the same powers, 
&c. as if originally appointed, &c'' 



[Eblb, C. J. Till the lists are delivered to the Town 
Clerk the Barrister may correct any clerical error: 
cditer as to an appeal, aiiter as to a re-hearing from a col- 
league's decision, aliter as to any matter of substance, 
or other than a mere slip or error.] 

No counsel appeared to argue for the respondent 

Erie, C.J. I very much wish I could have imp- 
ported the Revising Barrister in this case ; but I feel 
compelled to come to the conclusion that he was in 
error. Two barristers were appointed to revise the 
list of voters for the southern division of the county of 
Lancaster ; and, at a court held by one of them, a 
question as wraised between a person whose name ap- 
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1864. peared upon the list of Toter% and one who bad duly 
* given a notice of objection to bis name being retained 
tberein. It was, in mj opinion, a trial in faro cantenr 

OYMumaaow ^^0* ^® objector was there to sustain his objection ; 

PiLKDTOTOB. ii^^ voter was not there to support his right to be upon 
the register. The Revising Barrister disposed of the 
question against the voter, expunging the name from 
the list, and placing his initials against the expunged 
name* On a subsequent day, as I read the case, the 
claimant came before the other Revising Barrister, and 
satisfied him that his absence on the former occasion 
was justifiable, and prayed a re-hearing. The last- 
mentioned Revising Barrister thought fit to accede to 
the application, and eventually he restored the name 
of the voter to the list. Now, the ground upon which 
I hold that this was an erroneous proceeding is, that it 
does not appear to me that the objector could be said 
to be there and ready to be heard on the re-opening of 
of the case (if, indeed, such could be). At the very 
least, he ought to have had notice of the re-hearing, so 
that he might attend to support his objection. Here 
there had been really a decision in foro contentioWj 
which it was sought to re-open in the absence of one of 
the litigant parties. Some reliance seems to have been 
placed upon the power of amendment When a proper' 
occasion arises I shall express my opinion upon it I 
should be to the last degree desirous of supporting the 
power of all tribunals to correct any error, in point of 
form, in its own proceedings ; but I cannot but see that 
there is a material distinction between amendments 
which are made whilst a proceeding is pending and 
amendments which are made after a matter has been 
heard and fully determined ; and I much doubt the 
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power of a leyisiBg barrister to do that which, in effect, 1864. 
amounts to granting a new triaL But I think that 

-I • • • Blaw 

where two revising barristers are appointed, with power v. 

to act jointly and severally, and one of them has heard oyBBsuuts ow 
and finally decided as to the vaUdity of a claim or P'"^««>»- 
objection, the other has no right or authority to re- 
open the matter and hear the case over again. In 
the present instance I am clearly of opinion that, as it 
does not appear that the objector was present with his 
proofs on the second occasion, we ought to hold that 
the decision first come to was condosive, and that the 
reversal of that decision was unwarranted. For this 
reason I think the appeal must be allowed. 

BtIiBS and Ebatutg, J. J., concurred. 

Decision reversed. 



Gaydon, Appellant ; Bencraft, Eespondent. 

yav, 18. 

AT a Court held before the Revising Barrister for the it was in- 
borough otBarnstaple, T. J. P. Tucker duly objected eect. 32 of the 
to the name of WHliam Sawnders being retained on the to pei^^^^' 
list of freemen entitled to vote for the said borough. ^?e"o? fr^^ 
The facts proved were as follows :— S'i^^^of 

birth or seryi- 
tade." A. 
and B, were elected freemen of a borough. Both were sons and grandsons of freemen ; 
bat their fathers had not, by reason of their being under age, been elected freemen 
until after the date mentioned in sect. 82. JIM, A, and B. were entitled to be regis- 
tered as being freemen, whose right was "originaUy derived from or tiuoogh some 
person who ww a freeman," vu., t^^e gxsnd&ther of«each. 
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1864. I^ ^ borough of Bamstapie there is a body of free- 

men. The bods of these freemen are entitled, on proT- 

y. ing thdr fathers' marriage, and that thej were bom of 

BwcRAFP. ^^^ marriage, and that they hare attained the age of 
twenty-one years, to be admitted as freemen of this bo- 
rough, but they can cktim from or through no other reU- 
tive thiftn their father, and in no other way than that 
described. The said Wittiam Saunders was duly admitted 
as a freeman (by right of birth from his father) of the 
said borough, on the 31st July, 1856. His father was 
admitted, also by right of birth, on the 2nd of May, 
1831, having only come of age on the 4ih of April 
in that year. The grandfather was admitted, by right 
of birth, on the 14th October, 1810. 

On this state of facts it was contended on the 
part of the objector that, as the said Wiliiam Sau/nders 
derived his right to be admitted as a freeman of 
the said borough through his father, from and 
through whom alone he could claim, and as it was 
necessary by the S2nd section of the Beform Act 
that the father, to give him the right claimed (viz. 
to be on the list of freeman voting for the borough) 
should have been admitted a freeman, or have been 
entitled to be admitted as a freeman previously to 
the 1st day of March, 1831 ; and that as his fietther 
was not admitted till the 1st day of May, 1831, nor 
entitled to be admitted till he came of age, on the 4th 
day of April in that year, his right to be placed on the 
list of freemen TOting for that borough could not be 
sustained. 

On the other side it was contended in support of the 
vote, that although the father could not have been 
admitted as a freeman till he came of age, he had 
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an inchoate right to be so admitted previously to the 1864 
1st day of March^ 1831, which was perfected on his 
coming of age ; and that this was sufficient to satisfy y. 

the provisoes of the 82nd sect, of the Reform Act, and 
to sustain the vote* 

The Revising Barrister held that the said WiUiam 
Saunders originally derived his right from or through 
his father, and that there was no one from or through 
whom he thus derived his right, who was a freeman or 
entitled to be a freeman previously to the 1st day of 
March, 1831, and that the vote could not be sustained ; 
and the Revising Barrister struck his name out of the 
list 

There was a similar case of a claimant, John Oaydon, 
which depended on the following facts : — 

Oaydon is a freeman of the borough of Barnstaple, 
and was admitted to his freedom by birth on the 29th 
of June, 1863. It was proved that he was the son of 
Oeorge Tyte Oaydon, who was entitled by birth to his 
freedom, but was not of age — viz. twenty-one — ^to take 
up his freedom until after the 1st oi March, 1831, and 
was not admitted to his freedom until the 3ist of Ju/y, 
1837. But it was proved that the said 0, T. Oaydon^ 
the father of the claimant, was the son of John Oaydon, 
who was on the roll of freemen, and admitted to his 
freedom on the 27th of Jf ay, 1796; and it was contended 
for the claimant, John Oaydon, that he being a free- 
man by birth, claimed through his father, 0. T. Oaydon, 
by birth ; and that his right was originally derived 
from or through his father, who was a burgess or free- 
man on the roll of freemen at and prior to the 1st of 
March, 1831. 

The Revising Barrister, however, held, that, as the 
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1864. fathers of the claimants were not actually admitted to 
their freedom until after the J st of March, 1 881 , they 
T. were not entitled to be on the register, and rejected 

their claim. If he was wrong, the names were to be 
restored. 

W. H. Cooke, Q. C. (Bourke with him), for the ap» 
pellant. The question is, whether these rights were 
preserved for ever. 

The Reform Act, by sect 32, proyides for the per- 
petuation of the rights of fireeholders to rote, even 
though the boundary be extended. Although the 
Legislature shows the desire for uniformity, yet it pre- 
senres exceptional classes of voters. 

So in this sect 32. Before the passing of the Act, it 
is well known that it was possible to obtain the right 
of voting as a freeman by gift, purchase, marriage, &c. 
It was desired to put an end to the corruption conse- 
quent on that state of things. Historically, the day 
mentioned was the day on which the Reform Bill was 
first brought before the House of Commons ; and 
although that was thrown out, and a second Statute 
introduced, yet the Legislature thought it right to in- 
sert that as the date, the Ist o{ March. If the section 
stopped at the first proviso, the vote of every freeman 
in respect of birth or servitude is preserved. 

The second proviso has been construed by the Re- 
vising Barrister thus. " From or through," he holds 
refers to the father ; but '* from,'' may mean whence 
the line of derivation commences. 

Oale V. Chvbb (a), is strongly for the appellant 

That was a case where voting was vested only in 

(a) 4 a B, 41 ; 8.C.1 Lutw, Rtg. Com, 544. 
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He referred to two small works by Oockhum^ C. J., 
when at the bar, published in 1832 and 1835, on this 
act. 

(a) 1 Lvitw, Reg, Cob. 895. 



• *• 



• •• • 

* capital'' burgesses. There were three lower** cliusses 1864. 
of burgesses— the second " assistant^'' the third "ra][>d%\r 
holders,'' and the fourth " free." To the fourth admis '1 . ** jh 
sion took place by birth, thence to the third by •* .•/ 
seniority, and into the first and second by election 
from the second and third. Prior to March 1st, 1831, 
a man had been admitted to the fourth in respect of 
birth, and was, in 1834, elected a capital burgess. The 
Court thought him within this proviso, inasmuch it 
was bj reason of his birth that he became eligible. If 
the second proviso had not been inserted, honorary 
freemen made since the date in question would have 
no vote ; yet their sons would. 

In Hudson on the Irish Reform Act, in which the 
latter proviso is omitted, he argues on the singularity 
of a son having a vote through the father, where the 
latter had none. 

[Keating, J. You argue that the object of the sec- 
tion was to prohibit the derivation of franchise by 
birth from one whose own qualification was originated 
after the date mentioned ?] Yes, it is notorious, cor- 
porations had the power and did appoint many free* 
men on the eve of elections. Mauley J. (a). ** The 
intention of the 32nd section was to preserve certain 
vested rights, but at the same time to prevent corpo- 
rations making a number of voters who might swamp 
the whole constituency." 
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• - 

] 864. .^S^iott on Registration (a), meet^ in a note this very 

• • • 

"T'^iH^ion, and ai^es that the claimant in such a case as 
w. *' . .'thisy though his right be direcUy deriyed through his 
£EU;her^ was originallj derived /rom the grandfather. 

It is worthy of remark that the 6 & 6 WilL 4^ c 76, 
sect 4, The Municipal Corporations Act, passed after 
this act» speaks of those ^* who if this act had not been 
passed would have enjoyed/" or ''might hereafter 
have acquired in respect of birth or servitude the right 
of voting, &C.'' WeUby on Corporations (&), where there 
is a note on a point which arose and was cured by 
7 WHL 4 & 1 Vid. c. 78, sect 27. 

It was intended that the rights of this large class 
of voters should be retained. 

Dawdeswell, contriL Historically, it is well known 
there was great debate as to whether it were not well 
to limit the qualification of voters to freehold and 
occupancy, but it was thought unjust to abolish other 
rights in actual existence. 

Submit claimant does not derive from his grandfather 
at alL Povrya^ X, in Ashby v. White (c), refers to the 
variety of and intricacy in determining the rights of 
freemen electors in boroughs. 

[Btles, J. Is there freedom by servitude in this 
borough ?] 

Yes. 

[Bylss, J. Because the case, after setting forth the 
necessary proof, viz. the father's marriage, states *' and 

(a) P. 214, 2nd edition. (c) hoid Baym, 938. 

lb) 4ih edition, p. 9 (n) 2. 
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in no other way than that described/" Cooke. That is 1864. 
80, but he afterwards leaves it to the Court to say if — — 

Oati>oii 

his view is right. It is admitted that there would be y. 

no claim unless the father had taken up his freedom.] 

If 80, that shows he derives from his father. The 
argument here amounts to this, that one who had no 
title might afterwards acquire and transmit one. 

[Eblb, C. J. Tour contention in fact, is, that the 
right was to go down one generation and cease ? Why 
one generation ?] 

In order, beyond doubt, to secure the rights actually 
in existence. 

[Erlb, C. J. Why should the son of a freeman born 
twenty years after the Reform Act have it because his 
father was a freeman on the 1st of Ma/rch^ 1831 ?] 

A limit must be drawn somewhere. The section 
begins with an arbitrary rule* It was intended to pre- 
serve all property qualifications, but to abolish per- 
sonal ones as soon as consistent with justica These 
claimants do not derive from one who was a freeman 
at the date mentioned. 

[Btlbs, J. Is there any instance in the Act, of a 
qualification to one generation only ? Cooke. In the 
next section is one in efiect] 

[Btles, J. But that is not the case of an hereditary 
right ?] 

[Eble, C. J. Some stress must be laid on the words 

VOL. L H.P. I 
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1864. ^originally derived from or through/' It cannot be 
said the legislature was altogether opposed to personal 
qualification, since it undoubtedly makes that of senri* 
tude perpetual] 

Oale V. ChuVb has little bearing, for there the claim- 
ant had been admitted a burgess before the date ia 
the Act. 

Cooke was not called on to reply. 

Erlb, C. J. I think the decision of the Revising 
Barrister was erroneoua The question is whether the 
right of voting as a freeman by birth is preserved by 
the 32nd section of the Reform Act (2 WHl 4, a 45) for 
one descent only, or continuously to all the lineal de- 
scendants of those who were entitled as freemen on the 
1st oi March, 1881. I think the latter was intended by 
the legislature. The beginning of sect 32 is general, 
and preserves the rights of all those then entitled to 
vota Then follows a proviso " that no person who 
shall have been elected, &c. a burgess or freeman since 
the 1st of Marchy 1831, otherwise than in respect of birth 
or servitude shall be entitled to vote, &a" 

By this the rights of those entitled by birth or servi- 
tude are preserved. But then follows the proviso on 
which this question arises. *' That no person shall be 
so entitled as a burgess, &c. in respect of birth, unless 
his right be originally derived from or through some 
person who was a burgess, &}c," 

I stop there, as I have read all that relates to free- 
men by birth ; it is in effect a limitation of the previous 
part of the section, which is more general, and under 
which the appellant would undoubtedly be entitled. 
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I think the present claimant derives his right "origin- 1864. 
ally from or through some person who was a burgess or 
freeman/' or entitled to be admitted one previously to v. 

the 1st of H arch, 1831, namely, from his grandfather, 
who was a freeman at that date, and his father, who was 
in all respects but age entitled to be, and was afterwards, 
admitted. I think the legislature intended to preserva 
the right to a freeman who has a lineal daim by birth, 
and did not mean to continue it for one generation 
only. I feel confirmed in this, because by part of the 
same section it is enacted " from or through some per- 
son who since that time shall have become or shall 
hereafter become a burgess or freeman in respect of 
servitude.'' That shows that the right of freeman by 
servitude is preserved for all time. It seems improbable 
that the legislature should have intended the qualifi- 
cation of freemen by birth to be limited to one gene- 
ration. I think it is preserved to lineal claimants. 
The Revisor has found the custom to be only to claims 
from or through no other relative than their father, but 
I take this only in connection with the words of the 
Act as meaning a lineal claim. The decision must be 
reversed. 

Byles, J. I am of the same opinion. Though I have 
listened attentively to the arguments of Mr. Dowdeswell, 
I have never felt any doubt as to my decision. In this 
• borough, freemen by birth were entitled to vote before 
the 1st of March, 1831. In 18 1 the grandfather of the 
claimant was admitted. He claimed and was admitted 
as a freeman by birth. Then this Act passed. Next his 
son claims and is admitted, but after the 1st of JfarcA, 
1831. Then his son, the present claimant, follows and 

I 2 
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is admitted. It is conceded that his case is within the 
preserving words of the first proviso, unless the later 
one takes away his privilege. I agree with my Lord in 
his construction of the words " from " or " through,** 
which the word " originally " strongly confirms. 



Eeatiko, J. I am of the same opinion. The 
question raised is whether a freeman by birth is en- 
titled to vote, inasmuch as though his grandfather was 
actually a freeman before March, 1861, his father was 
not fully entitled at that date, but was admitted after* 
wards. Looking at the whole of the Act, I think the 
intention of the legislature was not to exclude one who 
claimed oriffinaUy from some one admitted before 
March, 1831. 

Decision reversed. 



Nov, 18. 



Steele, Appellant ; Bosworth, Respondent. 

nPhe case stated : — 

At a Court held to revise the lists of voters for the 



A hoBpital 
was founded 
in 1692 for 
twelve in- 

im^hTthen Northern Division of the County of Leicester, at Bottes- 
existing and ford, John Alleyne Bosworth duly objected to Oeorge 

lands of the 

charity were conveyed to trustees, upon trust to pay the entire rents and profits to the< 
rector of the parish, to make certain specified payments thereout to each of the inmates 
(whose number was by the deed increased to fourteen) to provide all needful furniture 
for them, and to repair the hospital, &c. No provision was made for disposal of any 
surplus rents. The inmates each had a separate room. They wero removable for 
misconduct For many years a surplus had been divided among them, causing the 
share of each to be above £10 a year. Heldy that the inmates had no equitable interest 
in the lands of the foundation ; but had a mere equitable right to the money and other 
benefits conferred by the decil, and consequently were not entitled to votes for the 

county ((f). 

(a) Seo the next case. 
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Steehy as not having been entitled, on the last day of 
July^ 1S64, to have his name retained upon the list of 
voters for the parish of BoUesford, in the said division. 
The name of Oeorge Steele stood on the copy of the 
register of the said parish, as follows : — 
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Chrtetiaa and 
Snnuune. 


Place of 

AlK>de. 


Nature of 
Qaaliflcation. 


street. Lane, Ac., where the 
Property Is sltuato, Ac. , or name of 
the Property, If knowrn by any, Ac. 


Steelej Oeorge 


BoUerford 


Freehold in- 
terest in 
Land 


Hospital Land. 



It was proved in evidence before the Revising Bar- 
rister, that Oeorge Steele was an inmate of the Bottes- 
fiyrd Hospital for men, in the same parish, founded by 
the Earl of Rutland in or about the year 1692 ; which 
from time to time was augmented until the year 1762, 
wheh certain lands and tenements in Bottesford, Hus- 
ton, AbketUeby, HolweU, and Long Olawson, were recon- 
veyed to certain trustees therein named ; and which 
conveyance — after reciting that the rents of premises 
comprised in certain indentures therein recited, had for 
some time been found sufficient for the support of four- 
teen poor people and that the Duke of Rutland being 
desirous to extend the said charity to the maintenance 
of two other poor persons, had directed two more to be 
added to the twelve poor people already provided for 
out of the revenues of the said hospital — declared that 
^the said trustees should stand possessed of the said 
lands and tenements, upon the following trusts ; that 
is to say — " In trust, that they, the said trustees, and 
the survivors and survivor of them, should permit and 
suffer the rector of the rectories of Bottesford and Harley 
aforesaid, respectively, for ever, to receive and take the 
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18f)4. rents and profits of the said premises thereby granted, 

' to the intent and purpose that they, the said rectors, 

T. and their successors, or the rector for the time being 

WORTH. ^^ Bottesford and Harley aforesaid, for ever, should 
and would, by and out of the said rents and profits, 
pay and distribute to the fourteen poor men who then 
were, or thereafter should be legally and rightfully 
admitted into and placed in the said hospital ; that is 
to say, to each and every of them, once in every month, 
the sum of 10«. 8cl of current British money ; and also 
the sum of 6d. to each and every of the said poor men, 
at four several times in the year — namely, at Easter, 
Whitmntide, Bottesford Feast y and Christmas — for pye- 
money ; and also the sum of lOd. to each and every of 
the said poor men in December every year, for and in 
lieu of capon-money : and also in February and 
August yearly, to every of the said poor men, 6d. a 
time, for buying them salt ; and also to every of them, 
the said poor men, the sum of lOd. in September yearly, 
for the finding them with candles ; and also the sum 
of Id. 6c2. every month to the fire-maker, for the making 
each of the said poor men's fires ; and also the sum of 
30*. for each and every of the said poor men in April 
yearly, for the providing every of them a suit of 
clothes, and to each and every of them a good cloth 
gown, and making at Easter every other or second 
year : and also the sum of 6& 8(2. a man to the laun- 
dress, for each poor man, at Lady-day and Michaelmas 
yearly, by even and equal portions ; and also out of 
the said rents to find and provide for each of the said 
poor men 20 cwt of hard coals, to be laid in yearly in 
the month of May : and also thereout, from time to 
time, and at all times thereafter, to find and provide 
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all necessary and reasonable beds and bedding, house* 186 k 
hold goods, and other necessary utensils, for the use I 
and benefit of the said poor men, but at the discretion ^ ▼• 
of the said trustees, parties to these presents ; and 
should maintain, repair, and keep the siii hospital or 
almshouse with all necessary amendments and repara- 
tions ; and also provide physic and attendance for the 
sick. And in case the said trustees, or their successors, 
or the rectors for the time being of Bottesford and 
Harley aforesaid, should neglect or refuse to act or 
concern themselves in the said trust, pursuant to and 
to be guided by the directions aforesaid, then and in 
«uch case it was thereby declared and agreed by and 
between all these said parties to these presents, and 
the said John, Duke of Ruttand (party thereto), did 
authorize and empower the said trustees, or any thl*ee 
of them, by any writing under their hands respectively, 
and also any subsequent grantees of the said premises, 
to nominate and appoint three or more honest and 
discreet persons to act and be concerned in the said 
trust, in such manner as the rectors aforesaid, or any 
of them, might or were to do by virtue of these pre- 
sents, and of the powers aforesaid. And it was thereby 
declared and agreed by and between all the said 
parties to these presents, and the said John, Duke of 
Rutland (party thereto) did declare, that the sole 
power of nominating and appointing any person or 
persons whatsoever to be placed and admitted in the 
sidd hospital, should be and remain in the said pre- 
sent Duke (party thereto), and his heirs male for ever ; 
and in case of failure of such heirs male, then the lord 
or lords for the time being there should have the right of 
nomination, and placing poor persons in such mannei* 
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1864. as the said Duke then had, and his heirs might have. 

'^ And it was further declared^ that, in case any of the 

y. said poor men, after such their nomination or admis- 

Bo6woasH. g£^j^ ^^ ^^ g^j hospital, should anyways abuse the 

said charity by their immoralities, profaneness, or 
lewdness, or other misbehaviour, then it should and 
might be lawful for, and be in the power of, the said 
then present Duke (party thereto), or his heirs, or, for 
failure of such, for the lords of Bottesford, and for 
their successors or lords of Bottesford for the time 
being, to remove and displace such person or persons, 
80 as he or they should have no benefit or advantage 
of the said charity, and to nominate and appoint any 
other person or persons in the place and stead of such 
person or persons to be removed.'' 

In the said conveyance was also contained a decla* 
ration that the said trustees should demise or lease all 
or any part of the said premises for a term not exceed- 
ing twenty-one years, so as upon every such lease there 
be reserved the full and improved rent without any 
fine to be paid. 

It was further proved that the said Oearge Stede 
was paid by the trustees of the hospital the sum of 
98. 2d per week ; that the appointment of the hospital 
men by the Duke of Rutland for the time being was 
by word of mouth, or by letter, to his agent, who re- 
duced such appointment in writing, and forwarded it 
to the party so appointed ; that there was in the said 
hospital a common hall where the hospital men had their 
meals : that each man occupied a separate room with a 
pantry, and that all the apartments were numbered ; 
that the entrance to the said hospital is by one outer 
door^ into a passage, at the end of which is a second 
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door, and all the inner doors of the said apartments 1864. 
open into the said passage. That a matron is appointed 
hj the said trustees, who has apartments allotted to her, 
and who receives a salary of <£20 per annum, and whose 
duties consist in the general superintendence of the 
hospital, in cleaning the apartments, and in cooking 
and washing for the said hospital men ; that the said 
hospital men pay no rates or taxes, and never repair 
the apartments ; that they enjoy the use of an orchard 
and garden adjoining the hospital, and are supplied 
firom the funds of the trust with coal, medicine, medical 
attendance, and all necessaries (except meat and pro- 
visions) ; that they also receive a cloak apiece once in 
two years ; that they have uninterrupted enjoyment of 
their apartments, together with a key, and with a 
power of ingress and egress at any time, but that after 
nine o'clock at night the matron, by arrangement among 
the hospital men, locks the outer door, and hangs up 
the key in the passage; that no instance has been known 
of any one of the hospital men being removed, although 
a power of amotion is contained in the deed for immo- 
rality, profaneness, lewdness, or other misbehaviour ; 
nor has any instance been known of any of the poor 
men having sublet their apartments ; that, as the 
rents of the said lands and tenements mentioned in the 
said deed of re-conveyance increased, such increased 
rents were distributed amongst the hospital men from 
time to time ; and that so far back as the year 1 778 each 
man has been in receipt of upwards of £1 per annum, 
and each man is now in actual receipt of 9^. 2cL per 
week, exclusive of the coab and gown. 

Upon proof of the above facts, the Revising Barrister 
held : — First, that although the weekly payments to 
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1664. ®CM:h of the hospital men amounted to more than £!(> 
per year, as the power of appointment and amotion ex- 
T. pressed in the deed appeared to him to be discretionary 

™' yrith the Duke of RuUand for the time being, the said 
George Steele had not such an equitable freehold interest 
in the land as to entitle him (under the provisions of 
the 2 WUL 4, c 45, sect. 18) to have his name retained 
upon the register of voters for the said parish of Bottes- 
ford, in the said division of the county. Secondly, that 
even if that were not so, the said Oeorge Steele was 
simply a member of an eleemosynary institution, and, 
as such, was not entitled to have his name retained 
upon the said register. 

There were thirteen other names upon the existing 
register for the said parish, and two on the list of new 
claimants, whose right to be retained, or otherwise^ de- 
pended upon the decision of the Court in the case of 
Oeorge Steele. 

The Revising Barrister expunged the names of the 
said thirteen persons on the old register, and disallowed 
the said two new claims. 

If the Court should be of opinion that the Revising 
Barrister was wrong, then the name of the said Oeorge 
Steele, together with the names of the thirteen other 
persons, were to be restored to the register, and the 
two new claims were to be allowed. 

Mellieh Q. C, for the appellant These persons have 
an equitable freehold for life. The case finds that the 
inmates of this hospital are removable only for misbe-* 
haviour. They are appointed quamdiu se bene gesserit ; 
which is an estate of freehold. Then, does the mere cir- 
cumstance of this being a charitable foundation prevent 
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the parties from acquiring the franchise? If an estate 1864. 
be given to a man from motives of charity, that clearly 
will not prevent the donee from acquiring the right to 
vote. According to the deed set out in the case, cer* 
tain sums are to be paid to each of the fourteen 
inmates of BoUesford Hospital, which, in the aggregate, 
exceed ,f 10 per annum. No mode of disposing of the 
surplus arising from the increase in the value of the 
land is pointed out ; but it is found as a fact that the 
trustees do divide the whole surplus among the inmates, 
and it must be assumed that that is in accordance 
with the true construction of the deed. If the trus« 
tees were, without just cause, to remove one of these 
persons, would he not have a remedy by bill in 
equity to recover his proportionate share of the rents ? 
Admit this, and then it follows he clearly has an 
equitable freehold within the meaning of section 18 of 
the Reform Act. In Davis v* Waddinffton (a), the in- 
mates of Jestis Hospital, RotiiweU, were held not to have 
such an estate as entitled them to be regbtered as free- 
holders, because the trustees had power to remove them 
" toties quoties sibi conveniens fore videbitur/' a mere 
arbitrary power exercisable at pleasure. In Simpson v* 
Wifkinaon (b), the qualification in respect of which the 
right to vote was claimed, was the room in which the 
party lived, and not the share in the profits of the land. 
That decision has been somewhat questioned, but the 
claim was there in respect of the room, not as here, for 
the rents and profits. The .cases, however, which will 
be mainly relied upon on the other side are, Reartley v; 



(a) 1 LvJho. Reg, Cas. 159; 7 (6) 1 Lvtw, Reg. Cos. 168 ; 7 

M. «fc a 37; ZBcoU, N. R^ 807. M. «fc a 60; ^ScoU, N, R., 814. 
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1864. Banks (a), and Freeman v. Oainsford (h). In the former 
of these cases the claim was of a borough vote hj the Mi- 
litary Knights of Windsor, in respect of a supposed inte- 
rest in the houses occupied hj them, and CodAum, C. J., 
in delivering the judgment of the Court, says : — 

^* Whether the interest of these parties in the bene- 
fits of the charity be a freehold interest or not, we are 
of opinion that there is no such estate or interest in 
these houses as can properly be deemed an ownership. 
The legal estate is in the dean and canons of Windsor ; 
and though they may be bound to allow the knightfi to 
occupy these houses, yet it appears that the dean and 
canons have power and authority to impose such re* 
strictions on the enjoyment as to divest the occupation 
of the character of ownership. The knights cannot let 
their houses in the whole or in part, except with the 
assent and sanction of the dean and canon& The 
language, too, of the grant, and of the statutes of the 
institution, speaks of the houses or rooms of the 
knights (for both terms are used,) in language incon- 
sistent with the idea of ownership/' The decision in 
Freeman v. Oainsford proceeded entirely upon the 
authority of HearUey v. Banks. The claim there was 
in respect of the house in which the party lived, and 
the Court held that he did not take ^^an equitable 
freehold in the chambers in the hospital wherein he 
resided, so as to entitle him to vote under the 8 Hen. 
6 c. 7." " When/' says Erie, C. J., " the governor as- 
signs him rooms for his residence, he does not confer 
upon him any estate which he could enforce by bill in 
equity." That, it is submitted, is the true test. Here 

(a) K, di O. 219; 5 0. £,, N. S. {b) K.^0, 448 ; 11 C. B,,N. S. 

40. , 68. 
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the claim is in respect of an interest in the lands 1864. 
themselves. If the surplus profits are to go to the 
inmates, they clearly have an equitable interest in y. 

the lauds. 

Hayes, Serjt, for the respondent The appellants 
claim under a deed which confers no freehold interest 
whatever on the recipients of this charity. All the 
trust estate, the lands, all down to the household 
goods are vested in the trustees : all that the inmates 
are entitled to under the deed is 10«. 8d. per month, 
and certain other trifling money payments, amounting 
altogether to considerably less than £\Q a year. And 
the trustees are to do all the repairs. The same point 
that is raised here was raised in Aahmore v. Lees {a)* 
The inmates of a hospital in the county of York, founded 
and endowed by the Duke of i\r. in 1673, claimed to be 
registered for the county of Nottingham. It appeared 
that the revenues of the hospital were derived from lands 
and corn rents in lieu of tithes of land in Yorkshire And 
Nottinghamshire, which were vested in trustees ; that 
the whole formed one fund, out of which the trustees 
paid a weekly stipend to each inmate ; that, originally, 
each inmate received 2s. 6(2. per week and a certain 
weekly allowance of coals and clothing ; but that the 
weekly payment had subsequently been increased to 
10s. ; that, by one of the constitutions of the charity, 
it was provided, that, if at the end of any year there 
should be found in the treasury in the hospital above 
^100, the surplus should be divided amongst the pen- 
sioners; and that the appointment was for life, no 
instance of dismissal being known. By an Act of Par- 

(a) 1 Lutw. Reg. Cos. 837 ; 2 C. ^. 31. 
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1864. llament modifying the constitutions of the charity, it 
was provided, that, instead of having the surplus reve- 

Stvsli 

T. nues distributable amongst the original number of 

pensioners, additional pensioners should be chosen ; 
and the trustees, under the direction of the Duke, were 
impowered and directed from time to time to add as 
many more pensioners as the revenues of the hospital 
would allow (leaving a sufficient surplus for repairs and 
incidental expenses) ; and the trustees were, under the 
directions of the Duke to pay the pensioners such fixed 
stipends as they should think fit (having regard to the 
revenues of the h(»spital)j and to lessen or increase, vary, 
change, and alter such weekly stipends, as they should 
find requisite, so that the stipends should at no time be 
reduced below 35. 6d a week. The Revising Barrister 
having held that the inmates had no legal or equitable 
interest in the funds of the hospital to a sufficient 
amount to entitle them to be registered, assuming that 
they had no absolute right to more than 3^. 6d per 
week, the' Court affirmed his decision. 

In Simpson v. WiUcinaon there were no trustees : the 
recipients of the charity were letting part of the pre- 
mises, and receiving, and dividing the proceeds among 
themselves 

[Bylbs, J. The ground stated for that decision in 
-the judgment in Heaiiley v. Banks was not the real 
ground on which it proceeded.] 

It was not. In Freeman v. Oainsford, Erie, C. J. 
says, " I do not accede to the suggestion that the Court 
is put to its election between the case of Simpson v. 
Wilkinson and that of HearOey v. Banks, The question 
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submitted for the opinion of the Court in the former 1864*. 
^was not whether the claimants had an equitable free- 
iiold in the rooms allotted to them, but whether the 
Bevising Barrister was right in holding that a legal 
foundation might be presumed, not necessarily invest- 
ing the claimants with a corporate character. And 
the judgment of the Court was confined to that'* 
Simpson v. WUkinsoriy therefore, can have no applica- 
tion here. 
In Heath v. Haynea (a), the inmates of the Earl of 

Leicester's Hospital, a charityregulated by a private Act 
of Parliament, — each had allotted to him, by the master, 
rooms therein of more than the yearly value of .£^10, of 
which he had the exclusive use. The appointment was 
for life, subject to removal for breach of any of the rules. 
The Court held that they did not occupy " as owners or 
tenants" within the 27th section of the Reform Act, and 
therefore were not entitled to be registered. There, as 
here, the legal and equitable interest was in the trustees. 

Meliish, in reply. The circumstances of the original 
foundation of this charity in the year 1692 are not now 
known. In 1762, when the deed referred to in the 
case was made, some additional lands were probably 
given to the hospital : but there is no resulting trust 
in the Duke, nor any reservation enabling him to deal 
with the funds at all. The whole profits of the land are 
to be devoted to the objects of the Duke's bounty, and 
the case finds that since the year 1778 the entire rents 
have been so distributed : and the presumption is that 
that was done in conformity with the deed. The 
general nature of deeds of this kind was considered in 

(a) K.ds0.d9; 8 C. B., N. S, 829. 
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1864. ^^ Attorney General v. The Drapers' Company (a). 
' Lord LangcUdey M. R., there says that, " In every case 
y, where the general purpose of a gift or conveyancer 

is declared to be a charity, and the particular 
payments do not exhaust the whole fund, any surplus 
will belong to the charity, unless there are other cir^ 
cumstances from which a contrary intention of the 
testator can be collected." In Ashmore v. Lees there 
was an express provision that the trustees were to 
apply the surplus revenues in a particular way, viz. — 
by increasing the number of pensioners. The decision 
in that case, therefore, is strictly in accordance with 
the case of Davis v. IVaddington. 

[Kbatino, J. Do you find any case where a gift of 
land to trustees upon trust to receive the rents and 
profits and pay «jP10 a year to A. B, has been held to 
give an equitable estate in fee io A, B, ?] 

No. (6) 

Eble, C. J. I am of opinion that the decision of the 
Revising Barrister in this case was right The qualifi- 
cation of the parties objected to was in respect of a free- 
hold interest in land in the parish of BoUesford. It ap- 
pears that a charity called BoUesford Hospital was 
founded by the Earl of Rutland in or about the year 1692; 
and that, in 1762, there was a re-conveyance of certain 
lands by the then Duke of Rutland to trustees therein 
named. The legal estate is in the trustees, upon trust to 
allow the rectors of the two parishes named to receive 

(a) 2 Beavan, 608. Lords Cases, 869 ; S. C. 80 L, J, 

(6) ?>eQAUomey'Oeneraly.Dean Ch. 629. 
and Canons of Windsor^ 8 Ho, 
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the rents and to appropriate them to the extent described 1864. 
and in the manner mentioned. The deed is silent as ' 



to the disposal of the snrplus rents after satisfying y. 



those claims ; and there is nothing to warrant the in- 
ference that they are to be appropriated to the inmates 
of the hospital These fourteen persons insist that they 
have a freehold interest in the lands. Legal interest 
they clearly have not. Nor have they any equitable 
estate. All that they are entitled to, is to receive cer- 
tain payments out of the profits of the land by the 
hands of the trustee& Looking to the deed as set out 
in the case, I see no sign of an equitable interest in the 
land in these persons : and to qualify them to vote they 
must at least have that. In FreetKum v. Oainsford (a), the 
parties also claimed to haye equitable freeholds in the 
chambers which they occupied, but the Court held other- 
wise I am reported to have said on that occasion, — " It 
seems to me that the inmate is elected as a mere object 
of charity ; and that when the governor assigns him 
rooms for his residence, he does not confer upon him 
any estate which he could enforce by bill in equity.'' 
And my Brother Williams said, *' The language of the 
constitution simplyis, that the accommodation for the 
recipients of the charity shall be regulated in a certain 
way. They are to take for their lives, subject to re- 
moval, for any of the offences specified. But it does 
not therefore follow that the particular rooms are to 
be assigned to each of them as owner for his life. It 
seems to me to be clear that he has not the right of an 
equitable owner at all. If he had, although the pur- 
poses of charity might require him to be removed to 
another set of rooms, he might set the governor at de- 

(a) K. dk G. 448 ; 11 C. B., N. 8. 68. 
VOL, I. H.P. K 
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1 8G4. fiance. It is quite manifest that no such state of things ' 

"■* as that could have been intended/' So here I take it 

Smu 

y. to be clear that all that these poor men have, is a right 

to ask for certain money payments and allowances from 
the trustees ; and that they cannot be said to have any 
equitable estate in the lands. 

Btles, J. I am of the same opinion. To entitle the 
party to have his name retained upon the list of voters, 
he must show that he is seised of an estate of freehold. 
It is not necessary that it should be a legal interest, it 
is enough if he has an equitable estate of freehold. 
This is not the case of a simple trust to receive the 
rents and profits for the cestuia que trusty or to permit 
and suffer them to receive them, but the trustees are 
to receive the rents and profits, and to expend and 
allot a portion of them in a particular manner among 
the inmates of the hospital That alone is enough to 
prevent those persons taking an equitable interest in 
the land. But the case goes further. Mr. Mellish con- 
cedes that he must avail himself of the surplus rents, 
in order to constitute a sufficient value. But, without 
deciding that the trustees take tBe surplus rents in 
ti ust (as to which I express no opinion), it is clear that 
no power is conferred upon them by the deed to dispose 
of them to any prescribed person, or in any prescribed 
manner. All they could do would be to dispose of 
them to and among such persons, and in such manner 
as the Court of Chancery might sanction or direct. 
For these reasons, although I at one period entertained 
some doubt, I entertiiin no doubt now, that these per- 
sons have not such an interest in the lands in question- 
as to entitle them to the franchise. Upon the authority 
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ofFreemom v. Oainsfard, and particularly of the judg^ 1864, 



BoewoRfV. 



ments of my Lord and my Brother WiUiams in that 

case, I think the Revising Barrister rightly held that y. 

these persons were not entitled to be upon the register. 



Ebatikg, J. I am of the same opinion. It is, I 
thinky clear from the statements in this case that the 
claimants are only entitled to claim certain money 
payments from the trustees who take the interest in 
the lands^ and that they (the claimants) have no .equity- 
able estate in the land. Their right is to the money 
payment alone, and, therefore, no estate in the lands 
passes to them. 

Decision affirmed. 



BoBEBTS, Appelknt ; Percival, Respondent. 
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THE case stated, that ITiomas Waddington, on the A hospital 

register of voters for the parish of Ketterii^gt in before statute 

the northern division of the county of Northampton, g^^ remains 

duly objected to the vote of Abraham Bell. The name ^l^^^^t fs 

governed by 
rules, in which 
mention is made of feoffees, but none such are known, and no deed exists. The warden 
and bedesmen manage the property as joint owners in fee, and recently sold and conveyed 
land, portion of the foundation, to a railway company, expending the purchase-money 
for Uieir own benefit Each inmate is appointed for life, and has, by the rules, a specifio 
jrapatate room, of the annual valae of £4. Power of removal is provided in the rules. 
lHo instance of exercise of the power is known. 

Heldy each inmate has an equitable &eeh(^d interest in his room, and is thereby 
qualified. 

Semble, the decision of this Court on a particular case that the claimant is qualified, 
does not preclude ^e Revising Barrister from hearing afterwards objections to another's 
chaxa, founded on the same right, and deciding on grounds not raised in the former ease. 

x2 
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and description of the voter on the registry was as 
follows :— 



BeU, 
Abraham 


Lord BurgUey'a 

Hotpital 
Saint MaHin\ 

Stamford Barw^ 

1 


Freehold Tene- 
ment or room 


Abraham 
Bdl, Oc- 
cupier. 



He also objected to the names of twelve other per- 
sonSy whose qualifications on the list were described in 
like manner, and depend on the like fact-s; and the 
appeals are therefore consolidated. 

The facts, as to the appointment of the several 
claimants, and the nature and mode of enjojment of 
the qualifying property, are similar to the facts as 
stated in the case of Simpson v. Wilkinson {a) ; and 
the facts of that case are admitted, and are to be taken 
mutatis mutandis as part of this case, as is also the copy 
of the ordinances printed in the report.. 

Upon the objections being called on, it was con- 
tended on the behalf of the respondent, that the 
Revising Barrister had no power to enter upon the 
inquiry, according to the 66th section of the statute 
6 & 7 Vict, c 18, the judgment of the Court having 
been given upon facts similar to those which are the 
foundation of the present claim. 

The whole of the claimants in the present case have 
been appointed since the above judgment was deli- 
vered. 

The Revising Barrister decided to go into the case, 
and to hear the evidence, being of opinion that the 
words ''the case^' in the said section referred only to 

(a) 1 Lutto, Beg. Cog. 168 ; 7 M. ^ G. 50. 



BOBBUS 
V. 



XXVnL VICTORIA- 123 

the carrent register, or at any rate to the particular 1864. 
individuals affected. ^ 

If the Court shall be of opinion that this contention 
should have prevailed, the names are to be retained 
without reference to the remainder of this case. 

The following additional facts were then proved : — 
That in the year 1846, part of the hospital premises, 
not separately used by the then occupiers, was sold to 
the Midland Railway Company for the purposes of a 
railway : that the sale was conducted by the warden 
and bedesmen, as owners, without the intervention of 
any other person : that the warden and each of the 
bedesmen signed the conveyance to the company, the 
money was paid to the warden and bedesmen, and 
expended by them in erecting buildings upon part of 
the garden attached to the hospital, which buildings 
are now used for a wash-house by the warden and 
bedesmen, as they have occasion. 

It was then contended by the objector — 

That, assuming the legal origin of the foundation, if 
the claimants had any estate, it was only as members 
of a corporation aggregate ; and that the additional 
facts above stated led to this conclusion. 

That they had no freehold estate. 

That if they had, it was only a joint tenancy in the 
whole hospital, and not an exclusive and separate one 
in each of the rooms ; and that this also appeared from 
the new facts. 

That they were in receipt of alms. 

And that, looking at the recent decisions, and espe- 
cially Freeman v. Oainsford (a), the claims were bad. 

The Revising Barrister overruled these objections, 

(d) K. ^ 0. 446 ; 11 C. B., N. S. 68. 
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1864. ^^^ retained the several names on the list of yoters, 
being of opinion that these facts "were substantially 
unaltered ; and that there was, therefore, nothing to 
disentitle the claimants to the benefit of the judgment 
already given by this Court upon the same foundation, 
whatever were the reasons of such decision. And also 
that they did nx)t receive alms within the meaning of 
the S6th sect of 2nd WiR 4, c. 45. 

Hannen {Underdown with him), for the appellant. 
The first question is, whether the Revising Barrister had 

power to go into the case afi;er the judgment of this 

Court in Simpson v. Wilkinson (a). The respondent re-* 

lies on the 66th sect, of the 6 & 7 Vict. c. 1 8, which enacts 

** that every judgment or decision of the said Court shall 

be^nal and conclusive in the case upon the point of 

law adjudicated upon/' That, however, only means that 

the decision is to be conclusive in the particular case 

in which it is given. 

[The Court here intimated their opinion, that on 
this point the burden was on his opponent] 

The next point is, whether the claimants possess 
an estate of freehold for life within the Reform 
Act, 2 Wm 4, c. 45, sect. 18. They can only contend 
that, upon all the facts of the case, they have an 
equitable freehold estate in their rooms. It is not 
pretended that the legal estate is vested in them. 
Looking at the rules and constitution of the hospital, 
and its eleemosynary character, the inmates can have 
no such holdings as would constitute them owners of 

(a) 1 LiUw. Reg. Cat, IdS; IM.^Q. 50. 
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property, either equitably or legally. If Simpson v. 1864. 
Willsinson is to be taken as a deliberate decision on 



the pointy there would be a difficulty in asking the v. 

Court to overrule it; but it is submitted it was ^**<'*vAi.. 
not conclusive. The objection that the parties were in 
receipt of alms was not allowed to be argued in 
that case. The Court was hampered by the finding 
of the Revising Barrister. Tindal, C. J., says — '* The 
only question open to us is, whether the barrister wt^ 
wrong in point of law in saying that there might be 
some legal commencement to the estate not necessarily 
investing the claimants with a corporate character/' 
The decision in Simpson v. Wilkinson^ proceeded on 
the ground whether the claimants were a corporation 
or not. He relied on the eleemosynary nature of the 
benefits received, whether as occupiers or otherwise, 
as showing that the inmates were in no sense owners. 
Freemcm v. Oainsford (a), and Heartley v. Banks (6). 

[Eble, C. J. What I said in Freeman v. Oainsford, 
was a general protest against improvident words of a 
judge, uttered during an argument, being imputed to 
him as a deliberate opinion.] 

The passages are cited to show that the question 
here rabed was not discussed in Simpson t. Wilkinson^ 
The essence of those decisions is, that the nature of 
the holding depends on the general character of the 
institution. He relied on the similarity of the ordinances 
in this case, to those in HeaiiHey v. Banks. It is 
most important, therefore, to look at the ordinances 

(a) K. ^ G, 472, per Bblb, (6) K. ^ O. 219 ; 6 C. B,, 

G. J., %iid p. 474/per Btlbs, J. K 8. 40. 
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1864. f^' ^^^ government of the hospital : it is not disputed 
that they show that the present occupiers have no 
legal estate, and it is contended that their occupation 
is of such an eleemosynary character as to prerent 
tiieir having such a freehold in their rooms as to 
entitle them to vote. There is, in fact, no substantial 
difference between the character of their holding and 
that of either the Poor Knights of Windsor, in HearUey 
V. BamhSy or of the inmates of the ShrewAury Hospital, 
in Freemwn v. Qainsford. The respondent trill pro^ 
bably rely on the 21st ordinance, which states — '^ As 
these poor men shall have, at the first, their se- 
veral rooms allowed them in the almshouse, so shall 
they, during their lives, or their continuance in their 
places, continue their lodging ; and every one, as he 
shall succeed to the void places, so shall he succeed 
in the lodgings without any change." It is submitted, 
that that is amongst the rules for the government of 
the institution. 

[Keating, J. In Simpson v. Wilkinson, it is not only 
found that that was the rule, but that it was acted 
upon.] 

[EsLE, C. J. In the Poor Knights' case there was a 
rule of promotion as to the rooms.] 

According to the statute of the ShrewAury Hospital, 
the inmates were to enjoy their rooms for their lives ; 
and yet, as stated by Williams, J., in Freeman v. Cktinsr 
ford, ^* It does not follow that any particular room is 
to be assigned to any one as owner for his life.'' With 
respect to the facts connected with the sale to the 
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nUlway company mentioned in the present case, it 1864. 
does not appear that any heir to the feoffees was to be 
found, or that there was any person to interfere with t. 

what was done by these bedesmen. At the most, such 
dealing with the property would only show that they 
had a joint ownership in the whole of the property ; 
and that would not assist the claimants for the pur- 
poses of the present case, which require them to show 
that each has a freehold interest in his particular 
room. 

[Eblb, C. J. Is it not compatible to hare a joint- 
ownership in the whole, and a particular property in 
a part — as, for instance, a dean and chapter have in 
the whole of the possessions, but a canon in a parti* 
cular residence attached to the canonry ?] 

Field, Q. 0., for the respondent, was not called upon 
by the Court 

£b£b, C J. I think that the Revising Barristw was 
right. In Simpeon v. WSkinsonf in allowing the votes^ 
this Court was then of opinion that the inmates of 
Bwrghley Hospital had a freehold interest in the rooms 
assigned to them, and I am now of opinion that the 
inmates of that hospital have a freehold interest in the 
rooms assigned to them, and that they are entitled to 
vote. The origin of the hospital is unknown, but the 
ordinances and the two statutes 35 EUz* c. 7, s. 27 & 39 
Eliz. c 5, satisfy me that in Sitnpaon v. WiUeinaon the 
Court had a right to presume that the hospital was 
estaj>lished before the 39th Eliz. c. 5, and was proceed- 
ing in the course of law then allowed, and that it 
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1864. bcul been created and endowed by Lord Burghley^ by- 
grants of lands to feoffees in trust for the members of 

B4>BSETS 

V. that hospital. It seems to me that the parties taking 

under such endowment would have all the rights of pro- 
perty given by the terms of the feoffment, and they 
might have all the property in the shape of an equit- 
able freehold, just as a corporation for ^charitable pur« 
poses under the 39th Eliz. c. 5, might have, only that 
in the case of such corporation the property would be 
vested in the corporation, and the members would noli 
consequently be disentitled to qualification. The ma* 
jority of the hospitals are now incorporated, and there 
is an end of any question about the members of such 
hospital having a right to vote. But if the lands be 
conveyed to feoffees in trust for the inmates of the 
hospital, then the legal interest is in the feoffees, and 
the equitable interest in the members of the hospital, 
and that equitable interest would be according to the 
terms of the deed. Where the deed is lost the terms 
of it wonld be presumed from the way in which the 
property has been enjoyed. The way in which the pro- 
perty in the Burghley Hospital has been enjoyed seems 
entirely consistent with the suppositions I have put 
forward. Each member is placed in a room, and he 
occupies that room for life. The warden and bedesmea 
manage the property as owners,, and nobody interferes 
with them. They let the granary, being part of the 
hospital they do not occupy, and they act in every 
respect as persons having the entire beneficial interest 
in the hospital ; and when part of the premises were 
sold, the additional facts find that they executed a deed 
of conveyance of it> and that the proceeds were divided 
for their own use. Therefore there is ground from user 
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to authorize the inference that each man took a sepa- 1864. 
rate freehold interest in his own room, and that the 

HOBIRTS 

rest of the property belonged to the warden and bedes- _ t. 
men beneficially in the manner I have pointed out 
There is no doubt that in the ordinances there is a good 
deal of language implying supervision, control, and in- 
terf^ence in some degree with the rights of the inmates 
of the hospital. Among others, that Lord BurgMej/y 
or certain persons should, in case of irregularity 
of conduct, have the power of removal That is a 
power that has never been acted upon, and if an attempt 
was now made to act upon it, there probably would be 
found abundance of difficulty in the way. I do not 
think that the fact of there being such a power makes 
the conclusion which the Court came to in Simpson v. 
WHJcinaon wrong. The strength of Mr. Hannen*B argu- 
ment has been that the Court held in the case of 
Heartiey v. Banks that the Poor Knights of Windsor^ 
and in Freeman v. Oainsford, that the inmates of Lord 
Shrewsbury's Hospital were not qualified to vote, though 
they were persons taking shares of the profits of the 
estates with which those hospitals were endowed. But 
there is a broad distinction, in my mind, between the pre- 
sent case and each of those cases ; for, in thenii there 
was a governing body of trustees, in whom the legal 
estate waa necessarily to continue vested for the purpose 
of executing the trust to be performed by them, and 
the profits of the endowment did not belong absolutely 
find without any intervening person to those who 
claimed to be qualified by reason thereof The trustees 
were to receive the profits, and then the Poor Knights 
of yi^indsar were entitled to claim a portion of the 
money out of those profits^ and so the inmates of Lord 
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] 864 Shrewsburj/s Hospital were entitled to receive a portion 
of the money from the trustees without themselres 
Y. having any estate at all ; though, in each of those cases, 

the trustees were bound to find lodgings for the in- 
matea In Lord BurgUejfa Hospital the members are, 
when named, to be placed in certain rooms, and in 
those rooms they are to continue till they die. In the 
other case of Freeman v. Oainsford the Court assumed 
that the governing body had the power to shift them 
from time to time from room to room ; whereas, in 
Lord Burghleye Hospital, the inmates are to have an 
estate for life in the rooms which are assigned to them. 
In Lord Burghley^e Hospital the feoffees have merely 
the legal estate, and the equitable estate is in the war- 
den and bedesmen. In Lord Shrembury'a Hospital the 
trustees had the legal estate, and continued possessed of 
the equitable estate, subject to the disposing of the 
profits according to the trusts. A great deal of am- 
biguity has been brought into these cases by saying 
that a man would be prevented from being qualified, 
though he had a legal or equitable freehold if the mode 
of occupation was eleemosynary. I have a great desire 
to avoid introducing any general question, but that is, 
to my mind, an entirely mistaken notion. In deciding 
whether the claimant is owner of the equitable free- 
hold or not, it may be very material to see whether 
the trustees hold in trust to take tiie profits, and dis- 
pose of them in an eleemosynary manner to the objects 
of the donor's bounty ; but, if a person have an estate, 
wheth^ legal or equitable, it matters not whether the 
motive of the donor of the estate was of a charitable 
nature, or whether the feelings of the parties who took 
the estate and enjoyed the profits under it ought to he 
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the feeling of eleemosynary grantees. The motives of the ] 864. 

grantor, and the motires of the grantees are in deciding 

whether or not there is an estate absolutely irrelerant y. 

otherwise than to see whether the trustees who hold the ^■^^^ 
legal estate are to hand over the money to the persons 
entitled to take the money or other benefits under the 
trusty or whether the persons so taking are to receive 
the same only in an eleemosynary sense, and to have no 
estate at ail. 

EsATuro, J. I am of the same opinion. We are 
asked to re-consider the decision of the Court in 
Simpson v. WiUcinson, upon the ground that since that 
decision this Court, in the two cases of HearUey v. 
Banks, and Freeman v. Oainsford, has laid down prin- 
ciples which, though not conflicting with the actual 
decision in that case, would induce the Court to come 
to a different conclusion upon the facts ; but it seems to 
me there is not that identity of circumstances between 
those later cases, and the case of Simpson v. Wilkinson, 
which should lead us to reverse that decision. In the 
later cases there is the important distinction that has 
been adverted to by my Lord, namely, that the property 
was vested in persons who, as trustees, had active trusts 
to perform, without the recipients of the bounty, in 
either case, having an estate in any particular room ; 
whereas, in Simpson v. Wilkinson, there is no such 
body exercising any such active trust, but the manage- 
ment of the property is from the beginning vested in 
these inmates themselves. Although it is true that an 
estate in mere joint-tenancy might not qualify each 
claimant, and that they deal with the granary by letting 
it, and dividing the profits among themselves as joint 
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tenants, yet, with the rooms themselves, they deal 
severally and separately ; and, when a portion of the 
property comes to be sold, they are the persons who 
sell, without the intervention of a trustee or any 
governing body, and they receive the proceeds of the 
sale, and expend them upon the land for their own 
benefit Under these circumstances, it seems to ''me 
that the inmates in the later cases had no equitable 
estate in the land ; but that, in the present case, as 
well as in Simpson v. Wilkinson, they have an equitable 
estate in the land itself. 

Decision affirmed (a). 

(a) See the preceding case, Stede y. Bo&worth. 
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The parish 
clerk of i/^. 
for the time 
being is enti- 
tled to one- 
twelfth share 
of common 
land, of the 
annual value 
of 40«., to pas- 
ture a cow. His 
appointment 
was not shown 



to be by deed. 
He and his 
ledecessors 
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for years en- 
joyed this 



Roberts, Appellant ; Drewitt, Respondent 

^HE case stated that the respondent's name was in* 
serted in the list of voters of the parish of Mars* 
ton, in the county of Oxford, as follows : — 



Cbrlsti&n and 
•arnamei 


Place of abode. 


Nature of 
qnalfflcatlon. 


street. Lane, Ac, 
where ritnate, Ac. 


DrewiU, Richard 


McarsUm 
Oxon 


Freehold office of 
parish clerk 


MarHon, 



At the Court held to revise the lists of voters for the 
said county of Oxford, the name of the said Richard 
Drewitt was duly objected to. 



share with the 

eleven other commoners. Hdd, that these facte disclosed no impossibility of the claim* 

ant^ving a freehold interest in the land, and the Court would not review the Barrister^a 



Dbswitt* 
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It was proyed that he was duly appointed parish 1864^ 
clerk of the parish of Mareton by the vicar thereof ; ' 

and that he had held and performed the duties of such _ r. 
office of parish clerk for thirty years ; but there was no 
proof of appointment by deed. 

By virtue of this office of parish clerk he was entitled 
to one-twelflh part or share in twenty-six acres of free- 
hold land, situate in the parish, and known by the 
name of Bwky La/nd^ so long as he continued parish 
clerk. The yearly value of the said one-twelfth part 
or share was 40«. ; and it was let by him for that sum. 

It was further proved that his predecessors in the 
said office of parish clerk had always been entitled to, 
and had received and enjoyed the said one-twelfth part 
or share ; and that he had received and enjoyed the 
same ever since his appointment ; and that the right 
thereto of the parish clerk of Marston for the time being 
was fixed and certain. 

The only other evidence which could b^ furnished as 
to the original title of the parish clerk of Marston to 
the above-mentioned one-twelfth share in the said 
land, was, an extract from the Report of the Charity 
Commissioners, relating to the said parish, bearing date 
the 9th oiJuly, 1824, as follows :—'' There is in this 
parish apiece of Bushy Land^ containing about twenty* 
six acres, on which twelve of the poor men have a right 
of common for a cow. We could not discover the origin 
of this right : and it is doubtful whether it can be re- 
ferred to any charitable foundation. These twelve cow- 
commons are, however, always enjoyed by twelve poor 
persons, of whom the parish clerk is ona'* There was 
no evidence of any election of the said Richard Drewitt 
as one of such twelve poor men. 
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1864 It was contended by the appellant, upon this state of 

facts, that the said Richard Dretvitt took no freehold 



T. interest in his one-twelfth part or share in the said 



Dkiwxx*. 



twenty-six acres of land, and that the same was elee« 
mosynary : and that even if his interest therein were 
freehold, yet the same was not of sufficient yearly 
value to entitle him to be registered, as the calling of 
" parish clerk " is not an office within the meaning of 
the exception in the 18th section of the 2 WilL 4, c 45 ; 
and, consequently, that, to entitle him to be registered 
on the said list his one-twelfth part or share in the said 
twenty-six acres of land must be of the annual value 
of jPIO : and, further, that the appointment of parish 
clerk must be by deed. 

.The Revising Barrister decided, that, on these facts^ 
the said Richard Drewitt did take a freehold interest 
in his one-twelfth part or share in the said land, and 
that *^ parish clerk ^ was an '' office " within the said 
1 8th section : and accordingly he retained the name on 
the said list of voters, and amended the third column 
of the said list to ** Freehold land, in right of office,'^ 
and the fourth column to *' Parish clerk of Marstoriy 
Bushy Land.** 

The questions for the opinion of the Court were, 
first, whether the said Richard Dreudtt had a freehold 
interest in his said one-twelfth part or share of the said 
land, — secondly, whether the calling of *' parish clerk *' 
was an office within the meaning of the exception in 
the said 18th section of the said Act, — and, thirdly, 
whether a person can be appointed to such office other- 
wise than by deed. 

If the Court should be of opinion that the respondent 
took a freehold interest in respect of his said share, and 
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that '^parish clerk ** is an office within the meaning of 1864. 
the said 18th section, and also that the appointment 
thereto need not be hj deed, the list was to stand with- y. 

ont amendment But if the Court should be of a con- m«^"« 
trary opinion on any of these points, the said list was 
to b^ amended by expunging therefrom the name of 
the respondent. 

BanTien for the appellant The question in this 
€a6e arises upon the 18th section of the Reform Act, 
wliich enacts that ^* no person shall be entitled t^ vote 
ill the election of a knight of the shire to serve in any 
future parliament, or in the election of a member or 
tnembers to serve in any future parliament for any city 
or town being a county of itself, in respect of any free- 
hold lands or tenements, whereof such person may be 
seised for his own life, or for the life of another, or for 
any lives whatsoever, except such person shall be in the 
actual and band fide occupation of such lands or tene- 
ments, or except the same shall have come to such per- 
son by marriage, marriage settlement, devise or pro- 
motion to any benefice, or to any office, or except the 
same shall be of the clear yearly value of not less than 
^10 above all rents and charges, payable out of or in 
respect of the same,*'&c. It cannot be contended that the 
appointment to the office of parish clerk need be by deed; 
and as to its being an appointment to an '' office " the 
subject underwent consideration in BusheU v. Eastes (a). 
There, A. was, in 1826, appointed parish clerk oi St 
JameSj Dover ; and by licence under the seal of the Arch- 
bishop of Ca/rUerhury^ dated in 1832,|he was confirmed in 
his office, — "together with all and singular the fees, 

(a) K. ^ Q. 484 ; 11 O, B., N. S, 106. 
VOL. I. H.P. L 
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1864. salaries, and profits, either by law or ancient custom be- 
longing to the same/^ Part of the emoluments attached 
to the office consisted of the clerk's share of an ancient 
due, payable to the clerk and sexton upon the opening of 
eyery grave in the churchyard of the parish ; and this ex- 
ceeded 40a a year. The parish clerk had not himself 
to perform any of the work of, or incident to, the 
opening of the graves, this being done by the sexton. 
The Revising Barrister held, that the ancient fee was 
in the nature of a remuneration for services rendered 
in conducting the funeral rites, and not a pajrment or 
emolument issuing out of, or charged upon, any land ; 
and, therefore, that the parish clerk was not entitled 
to be registered. The Court held that this decision 
was right The real question here is, whether this per- 
son has a freehold interest in land within the statute. 

[Btles, J. We cannot enter into a question of title.] 

If the Revising Barrister is to be taken as meaning 
to find absolutely that Drewitt had title to the land, 
there is nothing to argue 

[Bylbs, J. He finds that he is entitled to it, so long 
as he holds the office of parish clerk, that his prede- 
cessors in the office have always enjoyed it, and that 
nobody has ever interfered with them.] 

BeWf for the respondent, was not called upon. 

Eble, C. J. We must presume that what has been 
done has been rightly done If it was impossible for 
this person to have a freehold in the land, no doubt 
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Ur. Hannen'a argament must prevail. But there is 1864. 

nothing in the case to warrant us in coming to that 

conclusion. ▼• 

DRIWITf. 

The rest of the Court (a) concurring, 

Decision affirmed. 

(a) Btlu and KsATnia, JJ. 



Baker, Appdlant ; Locke, Bespondent. 

Ifov. 19. 

A T a Court held before the Revising Barrister for the A rate for the 

borough of Taunton, Thomas Locke duly objected poor, in a 
to the names of George Baker y and of nine other per- ^ere were two 

chuit^war- 
°""^ dens and four 

The facts in the case of George Baker proved, were ^^^^^ J^ 

as follows:— churchwar- 

dens, one 

Baker occupied as tenant premises within the said overseer, and 

_. the assistant- 

borough, in the parish of Taunton 8t JameSy of suffi- overseer. The 

mrftiTftut of 

cient value, and for a sufficient time, to entitle him to appointment 

a vote for the said borough, under 2 Will 4, c. 45, sect required^Mm 

27, subject to the following question as to his non- *^^^^/ 

payment of rates. ^^^ ^^^'^^ of 

*^ "^ ^ ^ an overseer, 

During the period of his occupation required by law except the 

collection of 
rates. There 
had been no appeal against the rate. Heldj that the rate was presumably good, and 
that the claimant who had not paid it was thereby disqualified. 

A rate, good on the'&ce of it, and unappealed against, is "payable from '' a voter 
under sect. 27 of 2 WUL 4, c. 45, even thougii not signed by a majority of tb^ church- 
wardens and overseers, as required by 43 Eliz. c 2, sect. 1. Semble, an assistant-overseer, 
appointed under 59 Oeo, 8, c. 12, sect. 7. and 7 & 8 Vid. c. 101, sects. 61 and 62, may 
sign the rate, if the warrant for his appointment do not exclude that duty. 

l2 
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1864 to entitle him to a vote, a poor-rate for the 'said 
"^ parish was made and signed by an overseer of the said 



y. parish, and also hj the two churchwardens, and by the 

assistant-overseer thereof. The rate was allowed and 
confirmed at Taimton by two magistrates for the county 
of Somerset^ who, in the usual form, appended their 
joint signatures to a certificate of allowance imme- 
diately following in the rate-book the signatures of 
the overseer, assistant-overseer, and churchwardens; 
but, in point of fact, the signatures of the two magis- 
trates to the allowance were obtained on the same day 
in Tauntonf and separately (a). The rate was duly 
published the day after it was allowed ; and in the said 
rate George Baker was rated in respect of the premises 
he occupied, and on its being demanded, he did not 
pay, and has not paid the rate. The rate was not 
appealed against, and the time for appeal has now ex- 
pired, and the rate has been generally paid. 

There are four overseers appointed for the said 
parish. The assistant-overseer is appointed under 59 
Oeo. 3, c. 12, sect 7, and his appointment is as follows — 

" Poor-Law. 

** Assistant-overseer. Appointment, 

59 Geo. 3, c. 12, sect. 7, 7 & 8 

Ftc«. d 01, sect. 61. 

County of ^ Whereas, the inhabitants of the parish of 
Somerset. ) Taunton 8t. JameSy in the said county 
of Somerset^ in vestry assembled in the said 
parish, on the 8th day of AprU last, elected and 
nominated Walter Chorley Brannan, of Taunton 
St James aforesaid, accomptant, to be assistant- 

(a) No point waa raised on Uiis. 
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oTerseer of the poor of the said parish of Taunton ) gg^, 
St James, and did determine that the duties to 
be by him executed and performed should be to 
assist the overseers of the poor of the said parish 
in the performance of all the duties incident to 
the office of overseer of the said parish (except the 
collection of rates) ; and that his salary for the 
execution of the said office should be ^10 yearly 
to be paid quarterly. Now we do appoint the 
said Walter Chorley Brannan to be assistant- 
overseer of the poor of the said parish of Taun^ 
ton St. James, to execute and perform the duties 
above referred to, and at the salary fixed as 
aforesaid. 

" Given under the hands and seals of us, two 

* of Her Majesty's justices of the peace in and 

for the county of Somerset, named in the margin, 

the 9th day of August, 1851, at the CruildhaU in 

Taunton, in the same county. 

(Signed) Wm. Beadon (ls.) 

John W. Wabben (l.s.)" 
The assistant-overseer was also duly appointed col- 
lector of rates by the board of guardiana 

It was contended on hehsAf of Oeorge Backer, that the 
said rate was void, on the ground that it was not 
signed by a majority of the parish officers, and that, 
consequently, its non-payment by Oeorge Baker did not 
invalidate his right to be retained on the list of voters 
for the said borough. 

The Revising Barrister was of opinion that the rate 
had been signed by a majority of the parish officers ; 
but that at all events, having been signed as above- 
described, allowed, and published, it was, while un- 
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1864. appealed against, a rate which must be paid by 0. 
Baker, to entitle him to a vote under the said 27th 

Bakes 

V. section ; and he accordingly expunged his name from 

the list of voters. 

The Revising Barrister also expunged from the said 
list the other nine names ; and as the facts in each 
of these cases were the same as those above stated 
in reference to Oeorge Baker, and raised the same 
poiQt of law, consolidated them all with the principal 
casa 

If the decision in the case of Oeorge Baker was 
wrong, then the name of Oeorge Baker, and the other 
nine names were to be reinstated in the list 

Hannen {Underdown with him)^ for the appellant. 
The rate is void. The statute 43 EUjs. c. 2, sect 1, 
requires that the poor-rate in a parish shall be made 
by the churchwardens and overseers, or the greater 
part of them. There were here two churchwardens, and 
four overseers. To form a majority, four, therefore, 
ought to sign. The assistant-overseer has no authority 
to make a rate. The creation of the office of assistant 
is due to 59 Oeo. 3, c. 12, sect 7; and his duties are 
further regulated by 7 & 8 Vict. c. 101, sects. 61 & 62. 
He is " to obey, in all matters relating to the duties of 
overseer, all directions of the majority of the overseers 
of the parish for which he acts." He cannot be said 
to " obey" when he joins in an act on an equality with 
his superiors. At all events, his signature should be 
along with a majority of his superiors. Here, if 
he is ranked with them so as to give, in fact, a 
total of seven, he might, by a casting vote^ govern his 
superiors. 
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1864. 
[Bf/^, J., referred to 69 Geo. 8, c. 12, sect 7. He 

shall. ^ execute all siich of the duties of the overseers of Bakxb 

the poor as shall in the warrant for his appointment Lo<xb. 

be expressed, in like manner and as fuUj to all intents 

and purposes as the same may be executed by any 

ordinary overseer of the poor/'] 

In Olen's Poor Law Board Orders (a), it is said, 
'* There is nothing to prevent the assistant-overseer 
signing it; but his signature will have no legal 
effect/' 

In BenneU v. Edwards (6), the action against the as- 
sistant-overseer for not allowing an inspection of the rate 
did not proceed upon his being in all respects overseer, 
but on the allegation and proof that he " as assistant- 
overseer had the rate in his possession," &a 

In Fax V. The Overseers of Shaston (c), the poor-rate 
had not been allowed by two justices, but had not been 
appealed against, it was held a nullity, and non-pay- 
ment of it no disqualification. If there be any question 
here as to what are the actual duties of assistant-over- 
seer, it would be well to send the case back. 

Prideaux^ for the respondent This is a valid rate, 
or, at all events, is not void. If it were not for 7 
& 8 Vict,^ a 101, the case would be a very clear one 
for the respondent The 59 Oeo. 3., c. 12, sect 7| 
directs that the assistant shall execute all such duties 
of overseer as shall be expressed in the warrant for 
his appointment Here the warrant is for the per- 
formance of aU the duties except the collection of 

(a) Page 893. (c) 2 Lutw. Beg. Cob. 97; 6 

(6) 1B,^€, 58S; 8 B. 4" O. 702. C, B. 11. 
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1864. rates. The making of rates is one of the duties dis- 
' tinct from the collecting, but that is not excepted. 
In Rea v. Watte (a), the assistant-overseer was declared 
by the Court not to be " the servant of the churchwar- 
dens and overseers of the parish, but of the vestry from 
whom he directly receives bis authority/' That was 
before 7 & 8 Vict. c. 101. 

[Btles, J. Gould he have been displaced in any 
other way than by an order of the vestry ?] 

It is apprehended not 

In Points v. Attwood(]k), which was decided since 
7 & 8 Vict., c. 101, it was held that an assistant-overseer 
appointed in general terms under statute 59 Geo. S, c. 12, 
is an overseer whose duty it is to make out, tinder 
6 Vict,y c. 18, sect. 13, the list of persons entitled to vote. 
The words of that Act, the Registration Act, in section 
101, are, " the words overseers of the poor shall extend 
to all persons who, by virtue of any office or appoint- 
ment, shall execute the duties of overseers of the poor, 
by whatever name or title such persons may be called, 
and in whatsoever manner they may be appointed.'' 

So in Gaunter v. Addams (c), where the Court held 
that an assistant-overseer who had, though there was 
some informality in what might be called a renewal of 
his appointment, acted for several years in the duties 
of the office, was an overseer validly appointed for the 
reception of notices, &a 

In Skingley v. Surridge (d), where one was elected to 

(a)7A.4kE, 461. (o) Ant^ p. 50; 15 O, JB,, I^. 8. 

(6) 2 Lutw. Reg. Cca. 117 ; 6 512. 
a B. 88. (d) 11 if. 4b W. 508. 
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be assistant-overseer by the vestry, and was appointed 
by warrant of justices, but the resolution of the vestry 
did not specify any of the duties, it was held that 
though the appointment did not in express terms, yet 
it did by implication^ specify the duties, which were oS 
those of an overseer. 

It is submitted that at the worst the rate was only 
voidable, and in the absence of appeal is valid. 
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Hannen, in reply. No case has been cited to show 
that the rate is not absolutely void, if the assistant- 
overseer ouffht not to have signed. 

[Erle, C. J. Is there no decision as to the signa- 
ture by an assistant-overseer of a notice of appeal 
against an order of removal ?] (a) 

Erle, C. J. I am of opinion that the Revising Bar- 
rister was right in the conclusion that he came to, that 
the claimant was not qualified to be put on the register 
by reason of his not having paid the poor-rate. The 
Legislature has made the payment of certain public 
dues a condition to qualify a person to vote for a 
borough ; and it is found by the case that the poor- 



(a) BeQRexY.JusHees of North 
Biding qf Torkakire, 6 A. dt E. 
863, wUch held, « if it be objected 
that there is an assistant-oyerseer, 
who has not signed the notice " (a 
notice of intended application for 
an order in bastardy), " the party 
objecting must show that» from 
the terms of the appointment, it 
was his duty to sign." Also Rex 
y.Ju$ii€e8qfWarvnekMre,ib,S7Z, 



where it was complained that the 
assistant-overseer had not signed 
the notice of grounds of appeal 
against an order of remoTal; and 
the Court held that, in the ab- 
sence of fraud, a noUce signed by 
the minority of the officers was 
good, which seems to imply that 
it might be of opinion, under soma 
circumstances, that the avistaat- 
oyeiseer should sign. 
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1864. ^te of the parish, which is one of the dues so required 
~ to be paid, was not paid by the claimant, and therefore 
he is apparently disqualified. The rate which he has 
not paid appears on the face of it to be valid ; it pur- 
ports to be signed by the two churchwardens, one of the 
overseers, and the assistant-overseer. The statute of 
EUzaheOi requires a poor-rate to be made by a ma- 
jority of the parish officers, and in this case four would 
presumably be a majority ; for, when we inquire into 
the facts, we find that there are four overseers and 
two churchwardens ; four would, therefore, constitute 
a majority. The point taken by the claimant is that 
it must be a majority of the churchwardens and over- 
seers, and that the assistant-overseer had no l^al 
authority to sign the rate. I do not mean to express 
any opinion whether the rate is valid or not. The 
editor of the Poor Law Board Orders expresses an 
opinion in his book, that an assistant-overseer can- 
not, with any legal effect, join in making a rate. Here 
it appears that he has joined ; and I must say that, 
presumably, by 69 Oeo. 3, c. 12, he has authority to 
join in making a rate, unless it is otherwise laid down 
in the warrant for his appointment In the warranty 
in this case, his duties are defined to be *' to assist the 
overseer of the poor of the parish in the performance of 
all the duties incident to the office of overseer, except 
the collection of rates.'' Signing the rates is one of 
the duties incident to the office of overseer. Mr. Haitr 
nen urged that the assistant-overseer is, in reality, a 
servant appointed to assist the overseers, and to obey 
their orders^ and that he cannot act in the place of one 
of them ; but I think he is not sustained in that argu- 
ment. The statute says that he is to be appointed by 
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the vestry ; and, in the case of iL t. Watte (a\ it is laid 1864. 
down that "the assistant-overseer is not the servant 

Bakib 

of the churchwardens and overseers of the parish, but _ y. 
of the vestry, from whom he directly receives his autho- 
rity." He is, in &ct, an original ofBcer. It is true, by 
the 7 & 8 VicLy c. 101, sect 61, " every assistant-over- 
seer appointed in pursuance of the 59 Geo, 8, c 12, or 
of the orders of the said Commissioners, shall, subject to 
the rules of the Poor Law Commissioner, obey, in all 
matters relating to the duties of overseer, all directions 
of the minority of the overseers of the parish for which 
he acted,"' but the extent and definition of his duties 
remain as before. The rate here is, then, apparently a 
valid one, and this apparent validity is confiinned by 
the allowance by the magistrates. 

In the case of Fo» v. The Overeeere qf Shaeton /St. 
Peter, Shaftesbury (b\ Maulb, J. says : — " The Justices 
of the Peace are said to act ministerially only in allow- 
ing the rate, which is correct in this sense, that they 
have no power of judging of the intrinsic goodness or 
badness of a rate ; "' and he adds : — " But I think that 
the Justices may act judicially when a rate is brought 
for allowance, so far as to judge whether the church- 
wardens and overseers who offer the rate are the proper 
officers to make it ; " and he cites R, v. FoUi/ (c), where 
the Justices refused to allow a rate, because not made 
by the proper officers, and the Court of Queen's Bench 
upheld their decision. Here the rate which the claim- 
ant neglected to pay was presumably a valid one. But, 
if the claimant had desired to try its validity, he could 
have done so by appeal ; and, pending the issue, he 

(a) 7A,tE. 469. (c) 1 BoU'8 P. L, 78. 

(6) 2 JaOw. Ssg. Ccw.,101. 
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1864 should have paid it, which would hare entitled him to 

his vote. If he had paid the rate, and it had turned 

y. out to be an invalid one, he would, bj statute (a), have 

^'^*^"' been allowed for the payment in the next rate. He 
has, instead, kept the money which the Legislature has 
required him to pay to make up his qualification, and 
to show his solvency, and that he is a person to be 
trusted with a vote ; because, as he says, the rate was 
signed by the wrong person. Without deciding that 
point, I think it was as against him, in the absence of 
appeal, a valid rate ; and it would, besides, be setting a 
bad example to hold that a person could be entitled to 
all the privileges he would have acquired by the pay- 
ing of the rate, when he has withheld payment of it on 
a ground which is perfectly indifferent ; because, by law 
he is entitled, if compelled to pay, to allowance in the 
next rate if the former one be quashed. 

Btles, J. I am of the same opinion. The rate is 
good on the face of it. It is apparently signed by the 
proper parties, and it is published and allowed by two 
magistrates. The assistant-overseer is appointed under 
59 Oeo, 3, c. 12, sect. 7, and by that section he is to be 
appointed and removed by the vestry, and nothing is 
said about his obeying the overseers. He is autho- 
rized to execute all such of the duties of the office of 
overseer of the poor as shall in the warrant of his ap- 
pointment be expressed, as if he were an overseer. Here 
he was appointed to assist in the performance of all 
the duties incident to the office of overseer, except the 
collection of rates. There may have been good reasons 

(a) 41 Geo. Z, c 28* sect. 1. 
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for that exception (a). Looking at the statute, there- 1864 

fore, and the warrant of appointment of the assistant- " 

overseer, he seems to be invested with the full powers v. 

of an overseer. Mr. Hannen argues he is their servant ; 
but it appears to me that he is rather their coadjutor. 
It has been decided in the two cases referred to— viz. 
the one in this Court, and that in the Queen's Bench, 
that an assistant-overseer is a fellow-officer with the 
overseers. If we were considering the validity of the 
rate, or an appeal against it, I own, without giving a 
distinct opinion on the subject, . that I should have 
great doubts whether the rate was a bad one. Mj lord 
has referred to a case which, I confess, I was not 
aware o£ I had always understood that the allow- 
ance of a rate by the magistrates was simply a minis- 
terial act. It seemed strange that a statute should 
require magistrates to do an act without option or 
judgment in any state of circumstances ; but now» 
looking at the case of i2. v. FoUyy and the observations 
of Maule, J., upon it, there seems to be a good reason 
for the magistrate signing the rate ; for strangers and 
new-comers in the parish would not know who are the 
overseers to authorize the rate ; but the opinion of two 
justices resident in the neighbourhood may satisfy 
them upon this point- Now, though the magistrates 
may be deceived or mistaken, and their allowance of 
it may not make the rate good, if the proper persons 
have not signed it, yet it may make it so far good that 
it is not voidy but only voidable according to law. I 
venture to say, that many rates are questionable on 
some ground. A rate may be amended, or it may be 

(a) It mtf, perhaps, to aroid guardians, who, the case finds, ap- 
infringing on the proyince of the pointed him collector of the rates. 
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1864. quashed upon appeal; and until it is questioned in 
' the manner proTided, it most be taken to be valid 
for all purposes such as the present. I think the 
Revising Barrister has not come to a wrong con- 
clusion. 

EsATiNa^ J. I am of the same opinion ; and I 
entirely agree with the reasons given by my Lord, and 
my Brother Bylea^ Mr. Hannen relied strongly on the 
. terms of the statute 7 & 8 Vict. c. 101, insisting that 
by that statute an assistant-overseer is to obey the 
orders of the majority of the overseers. Why should 
we hold that in signing the rate the assistant-overseer 
disobeyed the orders of the majority of the overseers ? 
It does not appear in the case whether he disobeyed 
them or not. I see no reason why we should hold 
either against the rate itself, or against the decision of 
the magistrates, that it was bad. The decision ought 
to be affirmed. 

Decision affirmed. 
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Powell, Appellant ; Guest, Respondent 

No9, 22. 

THE case stated that at a Court held for the reyision a man im- 
of the list of voters for the borough of Kidderminster, without option 
Richard PotveU duly objected to the name of Hiomaa luggauU^ ia% 
Quest, jun., being retained on the list, in respect of the S^j™^^ 
occupation of a house in 8tourh7*idffe Street, in the parish °^'«« ^™ *^® 
of Kidderminster Borough, on the ground that the said not reside in 

the borough 

Thomas Quest had not resided for six calendar months within sect. 82 

11.1 A r 1 - .1 . 0^8 Will, 4, 

next previous to the last day of July m that year c. 45, though 
within the said borough, or within seven miles thereof, borough hia 

The qualification of the said Thom^as Quest was duly tui^i^T*^' 
proved in all other respects. Stendi to^ 

On the 27th day of February, in the same year, wtum there. 

Xn ftll 08808 

Quest was convicted of an assault, and committed by of actual ab- 
sence there 
the magistrates of the borough of Kidderminster to must be a 

Worcester Gaol for six months' imprisonment, with- any moment 

out the option of paying a fine. He duly served the ordOT^ocon- 

said term of imprisonment, and returned to Kidder- ^^^^^. 

minster on the 26th of August. Worcester Goal was ^^^ ^®' j^« 

^ purpose of 

situate more than seven miles from the borough of qualification. 
Kidderminster, or any part thereof. 

At the time of his conviction, Qu^ resided at the 
above-mentioned house, and carried on there the busi- 
ness of a butcher and beerseller ; and, after his convic- 
tion, but before leaving KidderminsterM made arrange- 
ments by which the said businesses were carried on, and 
the said house was occupied by his servant, on his be- 
half, during his absence, to whom he gave the key of 
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1864. the house, and paid IBs. per week to conduct the said 
businesses. His furniture remained undisturbed in the 
y. house during his imprisonment ; and, immediately on 

the termination thereof, he returned to his said house, 
and has continued to reside there ever since. 

The said Tliomaa Quest was a widower, and had no 
family. 

It was contended that, under the circumstances 
stated^ Ouest had not resided for six calendar months 
next previous to the last day of Jidy in the current 
year within the said parish o{ Kidderminster Borough, 
or within seven statute miles thereof, or any part 
thereof 

The Revising Barrister held that, under the circum- 
stances stated. Quest had resided for six calendar months 
previous to the said last day of Jviy in the then year 
within the said parish of Kidderminster Borough, and, 
therefore^ retained his name on the list of voters. 

Keane, Q. C, for the appellant. 

The substantial result of the decisions is that the 
actual corporal presence of the voter for the six months 
is not necessary to obtain a qualification under sec- 
tion 32 of 2 Wm. 4, c. 46. In Whithorn v. Thomas (a> 
Ekle, J. says : — '* I apprehend that, in order to consti- 
tute residence, it may not be necessary that a party 
should sleep in the place at alL He might himself 
be absent the whole six months ; but, if his family 
were there, and he had the intention of returning, he 
might still ' reside ' within the meaning of this statute.'' 
Yet, he must have the potentiality, as well as the will, 
to be present at his residence. He must have an 

(a) 1 LtOw, Seg» Cos. 125. 
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option. Here he iif as under restraint, and his prison was 1864 
more than seven miles from the borougL He referred 
to In re Jones (a). The 9 & 10 Vict, a 66, sect. 1, v. 

Poor Law Eemoval Act, is an instance where the 
Legislature, in defining residence, *has enacted that 
imprisonment shall not make a break in it Meg. v. 
Salford (&), overruled by Hartfidd v. Roiherfield (c). 
There compulsory residence out of the parish was held 
to constitute no break ; because, '' for all purposes, 
time so passed, is excluded by the statute from compu* 
tation/' Other cases on the same statute are Reg, v. 
Potterhanworth (d\ and Reg. v. Halifax (e). In the 
latter case, residence elsewhere under an order, was 
held such a break, though it was compulsory, and 
though the pauper left furniture in a house rented and 
occupied by him, and retained the key, and always had 
the afiimiLS revertendi. 

[Btles, J. Do you place reliance upon the delin- 
quency of the voter ?] 

There is no case express upon the point. 

[Btlbs^ J. If not, what would be said in the case of 
a man illegally detained ?] 

He, in law, would be considered not in custody^ 
But, if he were under legal arrest, as under a capias ad 
satisfaciendum, he would have an option in law, as to 

ia) 2A.d!E. 436. {d) 28 L. J., M. C. 66. 

(6) 12 Q. B, 106 ; 17 L, /., (e) 12 Q. B. Ill ; S.CAl L. J., 

M. a 170. Id, a 158. 

(c) 17 Q. B. 762 ; S, C. 21 L. /., 
M. a 65. 

VOL. I. H.P. M 
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1864. P^7 h^ debt, Sue, but this man has none. It is aii 
offence against law to be thus imprisoned. 



POWEH 
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[Eblk, G. J. An optional absence is no break ?] 

It is impossible, against decided cases, to saj it is. 

[Erle, C. J. Can a man detained in hospital with a 
broken leg be said to have the required option ?] 



He might legally, if it were consistent with his health, 
return to residence. He has at least that sort of op- 
tion, but it would be illegal for this man so to do before 
his sentence was fiilfilled. Reg, v. Bamsley (a), and Reff. 
V. Seend (6), are similar cases to Reg. v. Halifax (c). 
They show the desire to return, without the right to 
do so, to be insufficient under the statute. He re- 
ferred to Dewhurst y* Fielden (d), to show that a voter 
could not connect residence in two dwellings within 
the district to form a qualification, much less one with- 
in and one without. 

Karslake, Q.C. (Bourke with him). The Reviser 
has found the residence as a fact, if the imprisonment 
is no break. The Poor Law cases throw little light 
on the subject. Manle, J., observed, in Dewhurst v. 
Fielden, as reported — " I think we should not involve 
ourselves with the decisions on settlement cases. We 
ought to be spared decisions on the Tenement Acts, 

(a) 12 Q. B, 193; S, 0, 18 (c) Ubimpra. 

L. J., M. a 170. (d) 7 M.^0.n2',S.C.lLtaw. 

(b) ^2Q,B. 183 ; S. 0. 18 Z. /., Beg. Cos. 274. 
M. C. 13. 
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which are not at all on the same subject as the Reform 1864. 
and Registration Acts. The same reasons, therefore, are " 

not applicable in the construction of them/' v. 

In Ni4i8 v. Datis (a), it was held, that a prisoner in 
the common gaol for Radnorshire, on a ca. so., but 
having a permanent lodging in London^ where he had 
resided for twelve months before his arrest, and in 
which his wife and family still remained, and to which 
he intended to return, had a sufficient '^ residence" in 
London, to enable him to petition the Court of Bank- 
ruptcy there, under 5 & 6 Vict, c. 116. 

If he were not residing in -Kidderminster, he had no 
residence. Imprisonment cannot be a residence. 

In Ihmston v. Paterson (6), this Court held, that a 
compulsory sojourn in gaol did not constitute it the 
" dwelling" of the party within the County Courts Act, 
9 & 10 Vict. c. 95, sect. 128. The'^reason of the judg- 
ment is, that '* the residence was compulsory and 
temporary, without any intention of remaining/' 

In Hie King v. Mitchell (o), freemen, substitutes in 
the militia, quartered at Colchester^ but having dwell- 
ings in Norwich, in which their families resided, and to 
which they at times resorted on furlough occasionally, 
only for voting, were held to be inhabitants within the 
meaning of a local act requiring them to have been 
inhabitants for six months to qualify them to vote in 
municipal elections for Norwich. 

In Reg, v. Holbeck(d), imprisonment out of the 
parish, in default of paying a fine, was considered not 
to break the residence, and make the pauper irre- 
movable. Though the case is on the Poor Law, the 

(a) 4 a B. 444. (c) 10 East 511. 

(b) 5 a B., iyr. S. 267. {(l) 16 Q. B. 404. 

M 2 
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1864. reasoning assumes a dwelling in the parish and in- 
" tention to return, and proceeds to decide as to the 
y. nature and effect of the interruption in fact. There 

the argument had been urged that there was a break, 
*' because the power of returning would be taken awaj 
by law during such imprisonment" The Court said, 
*^ We find no good reason and no analogy to support 
this position/' That case was affirmed in Hartfield v. 
Rotherfield (a), though that overruled Reg. v. Salford (6). 
If the gaol was within seven miles of the borough, it 
would be admitted he was residing, and yet he would 
have no more control over his movements or property 
than this man has. The argument corUrd applies 
equally to a person confined in a lunatic asylum. 

[Byles, J. Perhaps there is this distinction. There 
the cause of confinement would be involuntary, here the 
claimant's own act has produced the imprisonment] 

Still he is removed by force of law. So of a man 
carried off by a press-gang, and subsequently obliged 
to serve. So of one arrested for felony, who finds bail 
or even is convicted, and afterwards shown to be inno- 
cent and pardoned, or who is acquitted on merits or 
some technical grounds. 

Keane, in reply. In Rex v. Mitchell, all the militia- 
men resorted on furlough to Norwich, 

The proviso in the Poor Law Act is urged to be in 
point as showing that it was the opinion of the Legis- 
lature that imprisonment would irderrupt the resi- 
dence, unless it was declared that that should not be so. 

(a) Ubi suprcL (5) Suprct, 
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The cases under the County Court Acts depend on 1864. 

the word " dwells." That under the Bankruptcy Act 

turns on this, the object of the Legislature in forming y. 

districts, that the distribution of assets should take 
place in the midst of the creditors, in the neighbour- 
hood where he had carried on business. 

Eble, C. J. I think the Bevising Barrister's decision 
was wrong, and that the claimant did not acquire a 
vote. The statute requires as part of the qualification 
of a voter for a city or borough, that the claimant 
should have resided for a certain period within the 
boundary, or within seven miles of the borough, and 
the present claimant was in prison under a sentence 
for misdemeanor for a great part of the time during 
which the statute requires residence as part of the 
qualification. Now, did he reside within the meaning 
of the Act during the time that he was so imprisoned ? 
I will assume that he had a house, and that he had a 
wife and family, and the animiAs revertendi as soon as 
his imprisonment was over ; but during the time he 
was in prison he had not the liberty to return ; he 
had lost the liberty of returning by a wrongful act of 
his own, leading to such a confinement as prevented his 
being bodily present Now, the doctrine appears to me 
to be laid down very correctly in EUiott on Registration 
(a): *'In order to constitute residence, a party must pos- 
sess at the least a sleeping apartment ; but that an un- 
interrupted abiding at such dwelling is not requisite. 
Absence, no matter how long, if there be the liberty 
of returning at any time, and no abandonment of the 
intention to return whenever it may suit the party's 

(a) 2iid edition, p. 204. 
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1864. pleasure or convenience bo to do, "will not prevent a 
constructive legal residence ; but if he has debarred 
himself of the liberty of returning to such dwelling by 
letting it for a period, however short, or has abandoned 
his intention of returning, he cannot any longer be said 
to have even a legal residence there." Now, the learned 
author has expressed it, " if he has debarred himself 
of the liberty of returning to such dwelling, he has not 
even a legal residence ; " and he has put two examples, 
"by letting it,^' or "by abandoning his intention to 
return/' I think that the claimant did " debar himself 
of the liberty of returning to such dwelling,'' for he was 
voluntarily guilty of a criminal act, by reason of which, 
according to the laws of his country, he was put in 
prison ; his power of regulating his movements was 
taken away from him, and he lost the liberty of return- 
ing to his dwelling. Were we to discuss and define the 
meaning of the word residence, we should have to 
advert to innumerable cases in which the meaning of 
that word shifts continually, according to the varying 
intention of the Legislature in the statutes in which it 
occurs. For the purpose of the Bankruptcy Acts a 
man may be held to reside where he keeps his family, 
carries on his business, contracts his debts, and trans- 
acts business with his debtors and creditors ; and such 
has been held the residence of a bankrupt, though he 
had been taken and imprisoned in Presteign Graol, for 
the purpose of giving the Bankruptcy Commissioner in 
London power to send for and examine him. I should 
hold that statute to be alio intuitu from the present 
statute. Besides, in my opinion, a party impri- 
soned for a civil debt would not have debarred himself 
irrevocably from havijig the liberty of returning to his 
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dwelling ; because, by payment of his debt, by com- 1864 

pounding with his creditors, or by obtaining protection ■ 

under the Bankruptcy Act, or in some other way, he y. 

might at any time be able so to return. The circum- Gumt. 
stances of a militiaman are in some degree consistent 
with his power of returning from time to time ; where* 
as there is an absolute incapacity in the case of a man 
committed to prison on a criminal charge, not even with 
the option of paying a fine or going to prison. It ap- 
pears to me that all those cases can be well distinguished, 
and that, in this statute, the intention of the Legislature 
in bestowing the qualification proceeded partly upon 
personal, and partly upon commercial considerations, 
in order that the privilege might be exercised by one 
who resided, or had commercial transactions in the 
district, and so might be led to study the interest 
and welfare of the district ; and, through that, the in- 
terest and welfare of the nation at large. If a person 
is imprisoned for an ofience, he does not, in my judg- 
ment, comply with the requisites of the statute. If 
imprisonment for five months would not take away his 
qualification, I do not see why an imprisonment for 
two years, or any number of years, should. It would 
frustrate the intention of the Legislature requiring that 
there should be residential or commercial qualification, 
and a residence in the district, to hold that a man who 
has been absent from wilful misconduct has complied 
with the condition of " residence." 

Btles, J. I am of the same opinion. It is not 
necessary or convenient to lay down any universal rule, 
or to affirm what is the result of the cases cited as to 
what amounts to a legal disability for residence, that 
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1864. ^^9 ho^ ^^f ^he inability created by the claimant's own 
criminal and voluntary act, and not by his misfortune, 
y. will break the residence. In the first place, those cases 

are distinguishable which depend on sickness, lunacy, 
or accident, or mere absence. Those are none of them 
legal disabilities. So are the cases of persons innocent, 
but under remand, or in custody, not caused by their 
own criminal and voluntary acts. So are distinguish- 
able the cases of imprisonment under legal process, as 
a capias ad satisfaciendum, or for non-payment of a 
fine ; because, in both cases, the payment of the debt 
or the fine would relieve the party from imprison- 
ment Extreme cases may be put on both sides, and 
there is as much inconvenience in those extreme 
cases on the one side as on the other. On the one 
side, it may be said that imprisonment for twenty-four 
hours upon a trivial charge may deprive the party of his 
franchise ; on the other side, that twenty years so spent 
would not ; though I confess at first sight I was hardly 
able to reconcile the difficulties that presented them- 
selves. I agree with my Lord that the Revising 
Barrister was wrong. 

Keating, J. I am of the same opinion. Though 
this case no doubt involves considerable difficulty as to 
where the line should be drawn, still I think, with the 
other members of the Court, that a party who, by his 
own criminal act, debars himself from actually resid- 
ing by his own criminal act, does not constructively 
reside. 

Judgment for the appellant 
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Powell, Appellant ; Bradley, Respondent. 

Nov. 22. 

A T the revision of the list of voters for the borough it is not 

of Kidderminster^ Frederick Bradley duly claimed the claimant 
to have his name inserted on the list of persons en- beenoffulf 
titled to vote in the election of a member for the borough ^ ^^y* "^ 
of Kidderminster, in respect of the joint occupation of months of 

'^ '' *^ occupation. 

a foundry and premises at Clensmore. in the parish of J* is suflBcient 

. . . that he IB so 

Kidderminster Borough. Richard Powell duly objected at the time of 
to the name of the said Frederick Bradley being in- of the lists, as 
serted in such list of voters. l^^ fomeriy 

The foundry and premises were in the joint occupa^ ment^o?^ 
tion of Frederick Bradley and his brother Samuel Brad- voting. The 

*' reyiBion, 

ley, for twelve calendar months next previous to the under 6 Viet, 

c. 18) is cro- 

last day oiJvly in the present year. ated to ob- 

yiate the 

The said Frederick Bradley attained the age of disputes as to 
twentj^ne years in the month oi March in the same S^ed"™'^^ 
year. At the said foundry the trade or business of b^tSa. 
iron-founders was carried on« under the firm of John 
Bradley and Company. 

It was objected^ first, that as Bradley was only twenty- 
one years of age in March, he could not have occupied 
as owner or tenant the said foundry and premises for 
twelve calendar months previous to the last day otJuly 
in the present year. 

Second, that Bradley was not of full age during the 
whole of the twelve calendar months previous to the 
said last day of July. 

The Revising Barrister held that BracUey, having 
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1864. attained the age of twenty-one years in March, was 
^ not precluded thereby from occupying the foundry and 
y. premises, as required by the statute; and that the 

minority oi Bradley during a portion of the twelve 
months previous, did not of itself constitute a disquali- 
fication, and therefore retained his name on the list of 
voters. 

Keane, Q.C., for the appellant He gave up the first 
point, i.e.f whether a minor could occupy within the 
meaning of the Act 

As to the second, he argued that, by 7 & 8 WilL S, 
c. 25, sect 8, " No person under the age of twenty-one 
shall, at any time hereafter, be admitted to give his 
voice for election of any member ... to serve in 
. . . Parliament" Then, in sect. 27 of 2 WiU 4, 
c. 45, the words are, " every male person of full age." 
Even if the words "of full age" were omitted, the 
former statute was stUl in force. Then, in the proviso 
as to occupation occur the words " no swA person," i^., 
no one not of full age. This section is very similar to 
sect 9 of the Municipal Corporations Act, 5 & 6 WilL 4, 
c. 76. All the conditions of age and occupation must 
concur to give the vote. 

Karalake^ Q. C. (Bourke with him), cantrcL If full 
effect be given to the argument for the appellant, it 
will have the effect of disqualifying any one under 
twenty-two from voting, and so virtually alter the sta- 
tute, which enacts twenty-one as the age. 

Sect 40 of 6 Vict. c. 18, gives power to the Revisor 
to expunge names, and correct register. The words 
used are " then incapacitated," that is, at the time of 
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revising. At that time in this case the respondent was 1864. 
of full age. The " qualification/' in the early part of 

I^OlVKT Til 

sect. 40, refers to the occupancy or other subject of y. 

qualification, and not to the age of the voter. 

Keane replied. 

E&LE, C. J. I think in this case that the Bevising 
Barrister was right. The qualification given by 2 WiH 4, 
c. 45, sect 27, is, that " every male person of full age, 
and not subject to any legal incapacity, who shall 
occupy *' the proper premises, " shall, if duly registered, 
be entitled to vote.'' Then follows a proviso that no 
such person shall be so registered, unless he shall have 
occupied such premises for twelve calendar months 
next previous to the last day of July. The person 
entitled to vote must, therefore, be of full age at the 
time when he claims actually to vote. By the statute 
2 TTifl. 4, c. 45, sect 27, he must also be of full age at 
the time when he claims to be put upon the register ; 
but does that statute require that he must be of full 
age at the time when the twelve months began to run, 
during which he must have occupied the property which 
is his qualification ? I think that no such thing was 
intended in the statute ; and, though it has the words 
" every male person of fuU age, and not subject to any 
legal incapacity, who ahaU occupy, &c., shall, if duly 
registered, &c., be entitled to vote;" the meaning of 
that is, " who ahaU have occupied.'' The proviso rather 
confirms this, which is, " that no such person shall be 
so registered in any year, unless he shail have occupied 
such premises as aforesaid for twelve calendar months." 
I think " such person " does not mean " such person of 
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1864. '^ll age, not subject to any legal incapacity '^ at the 
time of claiming his vote. 

The statute ought to be construed together i^ith 
6 Vict c. 18, sect 40, which makes it perfectly clear to 
my mind, that the question for the Revising Barrister 
is, whether at the time of claim before him to be put 
upon the register, the claimant would, if an election 
was at that moment being held, be a party qualified to 
vote, according to the proper description. Really and 
truly, the Revising Barrister's Court was substituted 
for a discussion at the polling booth, pessimi exempli^ 
whether the voter was qualified or not. The party 
claiming to be put upon the register ought therefore to 
be one who, if an election was going on, would be a 
party entitled to have his vote taken. 

The words of sect. 40 of 6 Vict c. 18 are, *' that the 
Revising Barrister shall expunge the name of every 
person whose qualification, as stated in any list, shall 
be insufficient in law to entitle such person to vote." 
The Revising Barrister may imagine to himself that an 
election is going on, and the claim is a vote tendered, 
and then determine whether the claimant be entitled, 
according to the description here given. That part of 
the section, in my opinion, relates to the qualification 
by property. But then follow the objections, upon 
which the striking out is to be consequent. The same 
idea is presented in respect of full age, '' and in case 
the same ^ {i.e., qualification) " shall not be proved to 
the satisfaction of such Barrister ; or, in case it shall 
be proved that such person was then " (that is, at the 
time of making up the register) *' incapacitated by any 
law or statute from voting in the election of mem- 
bers to serve in Parliament, such Barrister shall ex- 
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puDge the name of every such person from the said 1864l 
lists." 

POWKLL 

Imagine an election being held ; a man comes up, _ v. 
claiming to have his name put on the register; the 
Revising Barrister has a right to ask him, Are yon of 
lull age? If he is in this respect incapacitated, the 
Revisor is ordered to expunge the name. Therefore it 
comes to this ; no man shall be put upon the register 
until he prove his capacity to vote, as if an election 
was going on. This test makes it clear to my mind, 
that what the Legislature intended was, that those who 
are of full age at the time of the Reviser's decision, and 
have fulfilled all other requisites, shall be entitled to 
their votes. Upon the construction contended for on 
behalf of the appellant in this case, it would create a 
disability, that the party could not vote till twenty-two 
years of age, whereas the legislature has for a long time 
considered that a man is of age at twenty-one, and of 
full capacity for the enjoyment of all his rights. 

Bylbs, J. I am of the same opinion. The statute 
7 & 8 Will. 3, c. 25, sect 8, enacts, whatever the com- 
mon law may have been, that infants shall not vote, 
and shall not be elected as members of Parliament. It 
makes the votes of infants void, and subjects elected 
infants, who presume to sit in Parliament, to very 
serious penalties. Now, one ought not to, unless com- 
pelled, extend the time of legal incapacity beyond the 
term of twenty- one years, to be reckoned at the time 
of voting. We are obliged, by the terms and provisions 
of the Reform Act, to say that a person must be of the 
age of twenty-one years when he is duly registered ; 
for it is to be remarked upon the Act of Parliament, 
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1864. that only two qaestions can be pat to the Yoter at the 



election, of which the question relating to his majority 

POWIIL . 

T. IS not one; and, therefore, it is absolutely necessary 

that he should be of full age at the time of registration. 
Now, we are asked, without any necessity, as it seems 
to me, to strain the words of the Act of Parliament, 
and say that, on the true construction of sect 27, the 
claimant must have been of age from the commence- 
ment of the occupation which constitutes the qualifica^ 
tion. The words are, " every person of full age who 
shaU occupy," meaning, as my Lord has pointed out, 
" who AaU have occupied for twelve months." Now, he 
may occupy for twelve months under two categories, 
either of which would fall within the Act of Parlia- 
ment He may have occupied for twelve months, which, 
I apprehend, would be within the words of the Act of 
Parliament; or he may have occupied for twelve 
months, being, during the whole time, of full age. 
The contention of the appellant is, in effect, to insert 
this additional qualification, '' occupier, and being of 
full age during the whole time of such occupation.'^ 
There is no necessity for that, in order to give a sensi- 
ble construction to the Act of Parliament The con- 
struction we are adopting seems the natural one, and 
it is not followed by the consequence of extending the 
period of incapacity from the age of twenty-one to 
twenty-two. 

Eeatino, J. I am of the same opinion. The only 
difficulty I felt in this case was as to how far, if Mr. 
Keane's argument were not to prevail, an infant could 
be kept off the register who had occupied for twelve 
months; but sect 40 of 6 Vict. c. 18, to which Mr. 
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Kardake referred, and which my Lord commented on, 
has removed any difficulty I felt upon the subject I 
think the^Beyising Barrister was right. 

Decision affirmed. 
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Powell, Appellant ; Jones, Respondent. 

Nof>. 22. 
HE case stated — W, /., under 

At a court held for the revision of the list of of a local Act, 

voters for the borough of Kidderminster, Richard fo^the^oor 

Powell objected to the name of WiUiam Jones being J*^t^J®" 

retained on the list of persons entitled to vote in the ^^^^ *?^ ^' 

^ den and two 

election of a member for the borough of Kidderminster, adjoining 

. housefly for a 

m respect of property occupied within the parish of year. For 

rr • 7 1 ' M Tk 1 Beveral vearB 

Kidderminster Borough. this con- 

The said WiUiam Jones occupied in 8t. John Street, J}J^^ ^^^^ ® 

within the parish of Kidderminster Borough, for twelve ^^^^^n- 

calendar months previous to the last day otJtdy in the ^^ annuja 

present year, a house and garden, of upwards of the house and 

garden above 

clear yearly value of <£ 10. £io, and 

The said WiUiam Jones was the owner of the said claimed to be 

house and garden in his occupation, and also the two ^^J^' 

adjoining houses. . ^^L get 

He, some years since, under the provisions of 4 Vict ^ vote," as 

" * he said ; but 

the OTerseers 
did not alter the rating. The rate for the year of claim was 4s. 9d. ; but the arrears 
besides were £1 8«. 9<i. He paid £1 2s. 6d. ; but, not specifically appropriating it, the 
collector applied it in reduction of the whole due. Held, that the rate must be taken 
to be primd/acie yalid, and that it was evidence that W. J. was fully rated in respect of 
the house and garden. Secondly, that there was evidence from which the Revising 
Barrister might find that W. J. had paid off the rates in respect of the same. 
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1864 G^* <^^ per&) c. bczii, intituled ''An act for better 
asseiising and collecting the poor rates in the borough 
of Kidderminster, in the county of Worcester," com- 
pounded with the overseers for the said borough for 
the poor rates of the above houses for the term of one . 
year; and^ by entering into such composition, only 
one-half the amount was assessed on the said houses 
and garden for poor rates which would have been 
assessed thereon, if he had not entered into such com- 
position. At the expiration of the year, and down to 
the month of Jvly last, inclusive, the Jvly rate being 
made and allowed on the 22nd day of that month, the 
overseers continued to assess the said house and garden 
on composition, although the said William Jones did 
not enter into any composition agreement with them, 
other than as above stated, neither did he attend any 
meeting of the overseers for the purpose of entering 
into any other composition agreement ; but the de- 
mand made by the overseers, and the receipt given by 
the collector, stated that the rates were composition 
poor rates. Subsequently to the said WUliam Jones 
entering into such composition as aforesaid, and pre- 
viously to the Slst day of July, 1863, he made im- 
provements to the said house and garden, by which 
the clear yearly value thereof was raised to upwards 
of £10. 

The said WMiam Jones, in October, 1863, but he 
could not state the precise day^ claimed to be rated 
separately from the said two other houses, and to the 
full rate for and in respect of the house and garden in 
his occupation, for the purpose, as he then stated to 
the overseers, of " getting his vote ;" but he did not at 
the same time pay, or tender the arrears of rates then 
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dae* The overseers did not alter the rating in respect 1864 
of the said hoose and garden. 



The compound rate laid in Ockiber^ 1863, amounted, t. 



for all three houses and gardens, to 4a 9d ; there were 
arrears of former rates brought forward of £\ Za, 9d. 
The total rates then due in respect of the three houses 
were ^1 8«. 6d. WHliam Jones^ subsequent to his 
claiming to be separately rated, as aforesaid, and pre- 
-vious to the 20th daj of July in the present year, paid 
to the overseers of the said borough the sums of 10$. 
and lis. 6(i, making together £1 28. 6d., which was 
more than sufficient to pay all rates due previously to 
the 5th day o{ January last, in respect of the house 
and garden in his own occupation ; but at the time of 
making such payment he did not state or specify to 
what rate, or in respect] of which houses he paid the 
said amounts, and the collector placed the amount 
against all the rates, namely, £i 8& 6(2. 

It was objected that the name of the said William 
Jones should be expunged from the list of persons 
entitled to vote in the election of a member for the 
borough of Kidderminster^ in respect of property occu- 
pied within the said parish of Kidderminst&r Borough, 
inasmuch as he had not been rated in respect of such 
house and garden to all rates for the relief of the poor 
in such parish of Kidderminster Borough, made during 
the time of such his occupation, as aforesaid. 

Second. — ^That the said WHliam Jones had not paid 
the poor rates payable from him previously to the 5th 
day of January^ on or before the 20th day of July in 
the present year. 

The Revising Barrister held that the said William 
Jones was rated in respect of such house and garden to 

VOL. L H.P. N 
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1864. ft^l rates for the relief of the poor in saeh parish of 

' Kidderminster Borough made during the time of his 

PownL 
T. occupation, and that he had paid the poor rates pay- 

able from him previously to the 5th day of January, 
on or before the 20th day of July in the present year, 
and accordingly retained his name on the list of voters, 
but allowed this appeal 

If the court shall be of opinion' that^ under the cir- 
cumstances stated, the said WHliam Jones was not 
rated in respect of such house and garden to all rates 
ibr the relief of the poor during the time aforesaid, or 
that he had not paid the poor rates payable from him 
previously to the 5th day o£ January on or b^ore the 
20th day of July in the present year, then the name of 
the said William Jones is to be expunged from the list 
of voters, and the register of voters is to be altered 
accordingly, otherwise to remain unaltered. 

Keane, Q. G., for the appellant This is a case where 
a local Act, 4 & 5 Vict, a Ixzii., has given a mode ef 
agreeing on the poor rates. 

The statute, by sect 2, enacts, that if the owner of 
any dwelling-house . • • the yearly value whereof 
shall not amount to <^10, desire it, he may compound 
according to specified rates. By sect 3, yearly meet- 
ings are to be held for entering into such composition. 

The first objection arises under 2 WilL 4i, c. 45, a 27, 
*^nor unless such person, where such premises are 
situate in any parish in which there shall be a rate for 
the relief of the poor, shall have been rated, in respect 
of such premises, to aU rates for the relief of the poor 
« . . made during the time of such his occupation.'' 
Here Jones was owner and occupier of one of them^ 
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and ih6 statute neyer meant to give an occupier of 1864. 
small tenements the right of voting, and give him the ~ 
benefit of the reduced rate. 

Again, the premises are not to be of the value of 
JBIO ; but the property in respect of which he claims 
having become of higher value, he now claims to be 
put upon the register. Yet he does not pay the full 
amount; but, being liable in respect of arrears^ he 
pays, giving no direction. But, if he wanted to get a 
Tote, he ought to have appropriated the payment If 
not, the receiver may do it at any time; and, if he 
should not, the law will apply it to that which became 
earliest due. 

[Btlbs, J. But is that so, where the person receiv- 
ing knows the different items to which payment is to 
be appropriated ?] 

Respondent was not properly rated. One enjoying 
this advantage is not entitled to any favour. He has 
compounded for some time, and it may be doubted if 
he is within the local act at alL The parish is to get 
the advantage of the owner paying for the occupier, 
and then permit him to pay less ; but this ought not 
to apply to such a person as the claimant here, when 
he founds his claim on being rated, and having paid. 

Kardake, Q.C. (Bourke with him), was not called 
upon. 

Eblx, C. J. It seems that the respondent is rated, 
for we must assume that the rate was a valid rate ; 

N 2 
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1864. ^^^ thsty as his name has been upon the rate book^ 

'■ any objection such as those Mr. Keane has made might 

v. have been set right. Now, if we may take the rate 

primd facie to be valid, we need not go into those 
questions which possibly might arise, if there were a 
doubt whether the party was rated Then, has he paid 
his rate ? Kow, there was much strength in the argu- 
ment that the pajrment ought to have been appro- 
priated ; and, if not appropriated by the payer, that 
the receiver has a right to appropriate it Actual 
express words are not essential It may be done in 
the course of business, or by what one may call a tacit 
expression between the parties ; and, though there is 
very little to found an observation on, in the statement 
of the case, it is clear to my mind that the respondent 
desired to be qualified ; he knew that he ought to pay 
the arrears of rates in order to be qualified, and he did 
pay enough to settle the arrears, but did not use words 
to appropriate it to them specifically. I cannot say 
that there is much to discuss about the matter. It 
appears to have been* all before the Revising Barrister, 
who has found, as a fact, that the party had so paid as 
to secure his qualification. I do not see any reason to 
think that he was disentitled. 

Btles, J. I am of the same opinion. The rate is 
primd fade good ; at all events, it could only be ques- 
tioaed on appeal With respect to the appropriation 
of payments, there cannot be the least doubt as to the 
intention of the payer. I think the receiver knew 
what the intention of the payer was; but, whether 
that be so or not, there is at least evidence that the 
claimant had paid the rates. The Revising Barrister 
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lias found that he had ; and^ that being so, it is impos- 1864. 
sible for us to say that he is not qualified. 



Ebatikg, J. I am of the same opinion. Mr. Reane 
Tery frankly admitted that, if what passed when he 
claimed to be rated had passed when he paid the rate, 
there could be no doubt there would have been com- 
plete evidence of an appropriation. The Revising 
Barrister does not find what time elapsed between the 
claim and the payments, and it is quite consistent with 
all the facts stated, that in truth the same impressioii 
may have been on the minds of both the payer and the 
receiver at the time when the payment was actually 
made. There was, I think, strong evidence of appro- 
priation, and the Revising Barrister was right. 

Decision affirmed (a). 

(a) PowBLL, Appellant; Pugh, Respondent 

This WM a similar case as to the rating pointy reserved from the same 
place, by the same Rerising Barrister. There were, however, no arrears 
unpaid. It was agreed the case should abide bj the judgment in PaweU 
y.Jonu, 

Decision affirmed. 
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1864. 



^1865^' Powell, Appellant ; Farmer, Respondent (a). 

Jan. 17. 

The words HTHE case Stated that, at a Court held for the reyidon 

" or other X 

building'' in of the list of Toters for the borough of Kiddertninr 

sect* 27 of 

Reform Aet steVy on the 8rd of October y 1 864, Richard P(meU objected 
Mmd^' to the name of WiUiam Farmer being retained on the list 
Btroctod^or*^ of persons entitled to vote in the election of a member 
S^^ ijf *^ for the borough of Kidderminetery in respect of pro- 
intothe perty occupied within the parish of Kiddermintier 

used for Borough. 

storing potft* 

toeebjthe William Farmer was a market-gardener, and, for 

the wv of his the purposes of that business, had rented and occu- 
mltfkSw * P^®^» under the same landlord, five acres of land in 
^^"n'i^with *^® parish of Kidderminster Borough, for more than 
land of the twelve calendar months next previous to the last day 

yearly value *^ ' 

of £20, is such of t/txZy, 1864, of the clear yearly value of ,^20. 

• "building." jy > J J 

It was erected There was no building on the land when the said 
tenancy, tmd WiUiam Farmer first took the same of his landlord, 
^leflwie^ia 1>^^> previously to the Slst of JwZy, 1863, he had 
Wo"c«SS^mS ®r®<5*^d on the land, at his own expense, a wooden 
the finding of structure, with boarded sides, and a thatched roof, and 

the ReTiBing ' 

Banister that supported by wooden posts let into the ground 

to the soil. The entrance to the structure was by a door fastened 

was part of by a padlock, and it was used by the said WiUiam 

the tenant's 
occupation, 

and not a (a) See the next case, of PotoeU after, seems of prior importance, 

mere chattel y, Borcuiony which, though argued 
of the tenant, 
^ticsre, is a 
pig-sty within the words *' or other building r 
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Farmer for storing potatoes and otber things connected 1864. 
•with his business. The said WiUiam Farmer had 

. POWBLL 

eirected in like manner, on the said land, a pig* _ t. 
sty with a slated roof; but, in other respects, similar 
to the structure before-mentioned. 

There was no floor made to the pig-sty, but cindenr 
were laid on the ground to keep it dry. 

It was objected : — First, — ^That the structures erected 
by the said WiUiaim Farmer were not, nor was either 
of them> a building within the meaning of the Reform 
Act. 

Second,— That» inasmuch as the structures had been 
erected by the tenant, they formed no part of the pro- 
perty for which he paid rent, and could not be said 
to be occupied by him with the land, as tenant under 
the same landlord. 

The Revising Barrister held that the said structures 
were buildings within the meaning of the Act, and 
that they were affixed to the freehold, and decided to 
retain the name of the said WMiam Farmer on the 
said list 

If the Court should be of opinicm that this decision 
was wrong, the name of the said WiUiam Farmer is to 
be expunged from such list. 

Keanet Q. C, for the appellant This case turns oiv 
the true construction of sect 27 of 2 WHL 4, c 45^ 
which he read. 

[Btlbs, J. Has not this Court held that, whether a 
structure was a ** building *' or not, was a question 
for the Revising Barrister ? 
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1864^ ' KarMse referred to Watson v. Oottoh (a). 

y. Eeatinq, J. It is to be remarked the Bevifling Bar- 

rister fiods the boildings ** were affixed to the freehold,'' 
buty in facty submits on the facts. Was he right in so 
holding ?] 

But he also states how they were affixed, and the 
mode is insufficient to bring them within Slwet t. 
Ma/we (6). These are so plainly of a temporary and 
removable nature. 

[Btlbs, J. The removability is hardly a test If they 
were built with Portland stone, and let in three feet 
into the ground, yet, if erected by the tenant solely 
for the purposes of trade, would not he have power to 
remove them ?] 

This was a mere chattel, and not part of the tenancy, 
Rea V. Londonthorpe (c). It is competent for the Court, 
^ to the finding in the case, to say it does not agrecC 
The ease of removal, though not by any means conclu- 
sive, is an element for consideration. 

[Eble, C. J. The description given would seem 
capable of including whole cities of wood houses in 
America^ or Switzerland.] 

Here the respondent is neither owner of the land 
nor tenant of the building* 

(a) 2 Lutw. Beg. Cos. t»; 5 (J>) ^ 8m. Lead. Oai., 5th edi- 
a B. 61. tion, 141. 

(c) ^T.R. S77. 
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[BrlES, J. There may be a difference between tbe 1864 
first building and the pig-sty. It was his trade ta " 

keep a market-garden, but not to keep pigs.] ^ y. 

The erection is in itself of no value, and adds none 
to the land occupied. Besides, how is this occupied 
as tenant ? He only is tenant of the land ; he is not 
owner of the land or tenant of any building. In 
Boradon'a case the facts are stronger for the appellant 
* The shed is no '^ warehouse/' nor is it a building. 
Clearly this is a mere accessory to the land ; and not,. 
as the intention of the statute requires, land as acces* 
sory to a building. The scope of borough franchise is 
in respect of " house or building/* You may fill up 
the value by land held theremth ; but it is defeating, 
the plain meaning of the statute to permit the land 
to be the primary, and the building the secondary con- 
sideration. 

Karslakey Q. C. (^ot^^ with him), Watson v. CoUon (a) 
is a direct decision that such questions should not be. 
sent up, but decided by the Revising Barrister. 

' [Btlbs, J. Hardly so strong as that The Court 
said that^ unless they should be of opinion that it cot^ 
not be a '' building,'' &a, they would not disturb the 
decision.] 

The building in Cotton v. Wood was less substantial 
than this, yet Maule, J., thought the Barrister had 
rightly decided that it was one within the Act. It 
was a question for the Barrister. These would pass 
with the land. 
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1864. [Er£b, C. J. What ia the principle sn^ested t The 

" Legidature has declined to allow a man a vote for land 

Y. without a building. What is, then, abuilding 2 la 

a pig-sty, or a child's rabbit-hutch, or a dog-kennel ? 
Where a barrister finds the facts, we are not bound by 
his holding on those facts. Wateon v. Cotton has been 
misunderstood if it is supposed to imply so mudL 
This Court does not intend to abdicate its functions as 
the Court of Appeal ; and, we believe that» where a case 
is sent up, it is desired that a guiding principle should 
be laid down for practical application.] 

The only principle we can suggest is, that it must 
have a capacity for storing or protecting goods of some 
sort. A dog-kennel might be his building, &a, if the 
tenant got a living as dog-fancier. 



[Eble, C. J. Land is adjective— building substantive, 
in the Act of Parliament A summer-house would 
not confer the franchise: that is accessory to the 

land.] 

Then a house, however poor or alight in oonstroo- 
tioiu 

[Eble, C. J. Any form of human residence, bat 
''other building "' must be ejuadein generis with the 
preceding words.] 

The words of the Act contemplate residence, or some 
business occupation. If it be commercial, then the 
agricultural is excluded. If it depend on the com- 
mercial, then if a man lay out hundreds of pounds on 
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a stablei if ha occiipy as a horse-dealer he may vote' $ i864 
bat if as a gentleman^ possessing horses, not sa 



[EbIiB, C. J. The market-gardener haying a struo- 
tore to store his potatoes, that is sufficiently analogous 
to make it come under *' other building/'] 

Or, as the old cases say, "pour occupier 0on occu* 

In Borastoh's Case (a). 

It cannot matter by whom the shed was erected, or 
with what objecti even though expressly to obtain a 
Tote. It never can be that the same building confers a 
Tote under one occupier, and not under his successor* 
The inconvenience of this is manifest 

KeQ,nei in reply. Th6 claimant is tenant of the land^ 
^d not of these erections. The land is not held ther$^ 
with. Martin v. Roe (6)> Wansbrough v. Maton (c), Bea 
V. Otley (d). 

Cur. adv. vult 

EsLB, C. J., delivered the judgment of the Court (e). 
Upon this appeal two questions are raised. First, 
whether the shed described in the case was a building 
within the statute, that is, whether it had sufficient 
permanence, and was ejusdem generis^ with the build- 
ings specified in the statute, that is, house, warehouse, 
shop, counting-house. The Revising Barrister found 
it to be such a building ; and according to the prin- 

(e) See jMMi; p. 181. {d)\B.4} Ad, 161. 

(6) 1B.AB, 287. (e) Eru, G. J., Btlm and EuL- 

(e) 4jl.<lrJSL884. no, J J. 
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« 

1864 ^iple laid down in Watson v. Cotton, we do not sed 
"* sufficient in the description he has given to authorizo 

V. us to reverse his decision. It is constructed of planks 

nailed to posts let into the ground, and used for storing 
potatoes, that being an article in the way of the 
claimant's trade of a market*gardener. 

The second question is, whether this shed was occu- 
pied by the claimant in the capacity of tenant As 
to this, the facts are, that at the time of the demise 
there was no shed on the premises, but the claimant 
placed it there during his term, and used it as above 

« 

mentioned. The Revising Barrister found that it was 
so occupied ; and we do not see sufficient on his state- 
ment to authorize us to reverse his decision. If the 
slied had become the property of the landlord, it was 
occupied by the claimant in his capacity of tenant, 
although he constructed the sljed, and placed it there 
during the term; for the general rule is — Quicquid 
pUmtatur solo, solo cedit. It may be that the shed 
remained the property of the tenant, and was subject 
to be removed by him at any time during the term. 
His right to do so might depend on his contract with 
his landlord, or on the nature of the construction being 
such as would make it removable as a trade fixture ; 
but whatever might be the right of the tenant, if 
further facts were added to the statement made, we 
act on the general presumption that things affixed to 
the freehold pass to the landlord, and we affirm the 
decision. 

The Revising Barrister has raised a further question, 
whether a pig-sty is a building ^usdem generis, with 
" house, warehouse, shop, and counting-house." 

It is not necessary to answer this question, which is 
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only raised in case the shed should be found insuffi- 1864. 
cient; but we would add that we are by no means ' 

prepared to assent to the Revising Barrister's opinion ^ t. 
on this point, without further discussion. 

We would further add, that the Revising Barrister 
has, in our judgment, done good service in sending this 
and the succeeding case (a) to us for our decision, and 
giving us the opportunity of explaining what we con- 
sider to be the true meaning of the Court in Watson v. 
Cottofiy and thereby setting some limitation upon the 
ivide inferences drawn therefrom, contrary in some 
degree to the intention, both of the Legislature ex- 
pressed in the statute, and of the judges expounding 
the same. 

Decision affirmed. 

(a) PoweU y. BortuUm. 



"Powell, Appellant ; Boraston, Respondent. ^J^'es^ ' 

Jan. 17. 

T^HE case stated that at a Court held before the The words 

Revising Barrister for the borough of Kidder^ building/' in 
minster^ Richard PoweU objected to the name of Reform Ict^ 
John George Boraston being retained on the list of ^dt^.^^"^' 
persons entitled to vote in the election of a mem- -^"^j^ ^ 
her for the borough of Kidderminster, in respect roof of board, 

® '^ without floor, 

supported on 
four pofltB let three feet into the ground, and used by the tenant fiurmer for storing agri- 
cultural implements, was held not such "a building. There being eyidence that it was 
built ndther by the landlord nor the tenant, but solely by a political agent for the 
manufacture of a vote. Heldj that it was not occupied by the tenant as part cfhis tenancy. 
Wataan t* CoUan, ^Lubw, 58, expUined. 
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1864 ^^ piopertj occupied in the pamh of Kidderminder 
""^ Foreign. 



y. Boraeton is a farmer, and for several years has rented 

"'*^*' and occupied a farm at StMon Oommorij within the 

parish of Kidderminster Foreign, bat being partly 

within and partly beyond the limits of the parliament 

taiy borough of Kiddermineter. 

The greater portion of the farm, including the farm 
buildings, is beyond the borough limits; but a few 
acres of land, of more than the clear yearly value of 
£10, lie within the borough. There was no building 
on the land within the borough, when Boraeton took 
the farm of his landlord ; but in the summer of 1862 a 
bed was placed upon the piece of land within the 
borough This shed was made entirely of wood, having 
boarded sides, and a boarded roof, and being supported 
by four posts let into the ground three feet It adjoins 
a public road, and most of the side boards of the shed 
facing the road have been broken to pieces. There is 
no floor to the shed. It is entered by a door, and used 
by the tenant for keeping agricultural implements. 

It was proved that the shed was erected by a builder 
o{ Kidderminster^ in accordance with instructions re- 
ceived by him from an active political agent in that 
borough, who had no interest, either as landlord or 
tenant, in the land upon which it was erected. But 
previously to its erection the permission of Boraston 
was asked, who replied that he could not give an 
answer ; his landlord must be asked. There was no 
evidence of the landlord having giveA such permission ; 
hut' Boraston gave instructions to the builder as to the 
size of the door of the shed, and told him that, if he 
required it floored, he would do it himsel£ 
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' It was objected, on behalf of the said Ridiard PoweU, 1864. 
that the name of Borcuton ought to be expunged from — — — ^ 

POWUL 

the said list on the following grounds :— » t. 

1st. That the shed, erected as aforesaid, was not '* a ' 
building " within the meaning of the Reform Act 

2ndl7. That, under the circumstances stated respect^ 
ing its erection, there was no occupation of the said 
shed by the said John Oeorge Barcbdan within the 
meaning of the Reform Act 

Srdly. That the shed formed no part of the property 
for which the said John George Borcuton paid rent, and 
could not be said to be occupied by him with the land, 
as tenant under the same landlord. 

The Revising Barrister held the contrary of these 
objections, and decided to retain the name of Boradon 
im the list If the Court should be of opinion that the 
decision was wrong, the name is to be expunged from 
such list 

• Kecme, Q. C, for the appellants. 

Karslakef Q. C. (Bourke with him), for the respond- 
ents. In compliance with a suggestion from the Courts 
this case was argued with the preceding one of Powell' 
V. Farmer (a). 

Cur. adv. vult 

Eblb, C. J., delivered the judgment of the Court (&): 
The respondent occupied a farm, of which a few acres^ 
worth more than £\Q annually, were within the bo- 
rough, and on this part of the farm there was no build- 

(a) Ante 177. (&) Ebkb, C. J., Btios and Kxi- 

TOia, J J. 
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1864. ^°S ^^ ^^^ time of the demise, nor for years after. In 
1862, an electioneering agent, having no interest of 
T. any sort in the land, caused a shed, made of boards 

nailed to posts, to be erected, and therein the respond- 
ent had kept some agricultural implements. There 
was no evidence that the landlord had any knowledge 
on the subject. The Revising Barrister decided that 
this shed was a building within the statute, and that 
it was occupied by the respondent as tenant. His de- 
cision is the subject of this appeal; and we are of 
opinion that it should be reversed on both points. The 
Legislature has not defined with clearness the qualifi- 
cation for a vote in a borough. In a county, all that 
is comprised under the term *' land " is the principal 
source of qualification ; but in a borough land alone 
does not qualify. It can only be used as an accessory 
to a building, for the sole purpose of making up the 
value of J^IO. The intention of the Legislature re- 
specting a qualification for a borough was much con- 
sidered in Cook V. Eumber (a). It is there laid down, 
that ** a qualification is compounded of four elements, 
tenement, value, occupation, and estate. For tenement, 
there must be a 'house, warehouse, counting-house, 
shop, or other building' analogous thereta There 
must be for annual value ^10 ; there must be * occu- 
pation,' that is, the actual exercise of the rights of an 
owner in possession during the requisite time; and 
there must be an 'estate' in the tenant, either of fee 
or lease. If these four distinct elements are combined 
in the claimant, he is qualified, if otherwise, he is not 
Now, although they must exist in combination in order 
to qualify ; still, in enquiring into the existence of the 

(a) K. 4- G. 425 ; 11 C. B., N, S. 41. 
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combination^ eadh element must be separately ascer* 11^64. 
taine<L 1st, Is the claimant a tenant t 2ndly, Is he — ' " 

an occupier? Srdij, Is the tenement sufficient in v. 

value ? and 4thly, In kind ? '* 

Again, in page 425 and 426 it is said, " The statute 
requires some permanent occupation of, and some inde^ 
pendent interest in, the property. The permanence 
prevents the sudden creation of votes. The ownership 
or the tenancy indicates some independence^ In other 
words, the requirement of at least a tenancy excludes 
some occupation of less independence, such as of ser- 
vants for their service, or of objects of charity. 

" As to kind of the tenement that qualifies, the 
statute describes two classes of buildings, namely, those 
used for residential, and those used for commercial 
purposes ; a * house ' for residence, and a ' warehouse,' 
' counting^house\ ' shop,' or other analogous building 
for commerce." 

To apply these principles to the present case, we 
think that the so-called building is not of the class 
specified in the statute, that is, it is neither in the 
residentiary class, nor in the class connected with 
commercial industry. 

We also think that the claimant's occupation thereof 
was not in the capacity of tenant. As to the first 
question, whether the so-called building is sufficient to 
qualify, we are aware of the impossibility of defining 
clearly what is included in the class described in the 
statute by the words "other building," and of the 
difficulty of affirming that a thing is not in a class 
when the boundary of the class is unknown. We are 
also aware of the immense variety of structures which 
are sufficient buildings, considering the locality, and 

VOL. L H.P. 
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1864. ^^^ us® fo' which they are adapted in that loeali^. 
Stilly we are of opinion, that the intention of the Legis* 



T. lature would be defeated, and the words indicating the 
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class of buildings which qualify, would be without any 
effect, if eyerything which could be called a building 
was held sufficient 

It ought to be in some degree adapted both to be 
used by man either for residence, or for the industry 
to which the statute relates, and also to haye the de- 
gree of durability which is included in the idea of a 
building, — the shed in question fulfils neither of these 
conditions. The boards were nailed to the posts for the 
purpose of performing the part of a shed, not according 
to the case for any purpose connected with the interest 
of the occupier, and the structure was so frail, as to 
haye been destroyed in part before the required year 
had elapsed. The Legislature intended that *^ build' 
ing " should giye the primary qualification, and that 
^' land " should be a secondary resort, if the building 
was not worth £10 per annum ; but land would be* 
come the primary qualification, if a shed of no yalue 
added to land of the required yalue was held to 
qualify. 

We are aware that the question whether a building 
qualifies, is more a question of fact than law, to be 
answered by the Reyising Barrister performing the 
part of a jury in applying the law to the facts before him. 
We are also aware of the soundness of the principle 
laid down in Ufataon y. CcUon (a), that if the Reyising 
Barrister finds the building in question to be within 
the statute, the Court will make eyery presumption for 
the purpose of supporting his finding, and will not re- 

(a) 2 IaOw. Reg, Cob. 58 ; 6 (7. B, 55. 
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terse it, unless the case shows it to be etroneoos. We 1864. 
ikdopt these principles as sound ; still we think that this """ 
decision is shown to be erroneous. The case of Wat' v. 

son ▼. Cotton has been treated bj some text writers as 
if it had decided that a tarpaulin supported by poles, 
as described in the case, was a building within the 
statute, and they have drawn wide inferences there-* 
from, and these inferences are carried to the farthest 
extent in 2 Lutwych^s Reports, 58, n. (a). 

The learned reporter in a note there, speaking of 
this case, thus expresses himself : — ^* It will not be easy 
in future to say what is not a building — ^however slight 
and unsubstantial the structure may be, provided there 
be a roof to it" And he goes on to say, — " If a build- 
ing be capable of holding and protecting any articles, 
it may fairly be considered a warehouse." And he 
goes on to say on these principles, ** There seems to be 
ho reason why a donkey-shed, a fowl-house, or a pigsty " 
should not qualiiy. 

The report of this case in 5 C. R 52, does not war- 
rant the inference thus drawn from it 

It appears there, that the judges resolving to support 
the finding of the Barrister, unless he states facts show- 
ing that he must have been in error, take his description 
to be incomplete, and assume that the description, if it 
had been complete, would have shown that the shed 
was a building in the ordinary sense of the word, and 
was properly included in the same class as warehouse. 
In page 52, Maule, J., in the argument says (a), " The 

(a) Compare 2 Lutio. Beg» Cos, lea8t»and he only tens ub of irlutt one 

54. " The Bevising BarriBter cer- of them is made ; but the question 

tainlj has not described the shed he must mean to refer to us is, 

fully, for it moat have three flidee, at whether the circumstances stated 

o2 
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Barrister gives a description embracing some of the 
incidents of a building. He describes two sides of tbe 
structure. The rest may he of solid masonry. He does 
not profess to give a full description of it.'' 

WUdey C. J., says, " It is possible to conceive sheds 
of a very substantial and valuable character, — ^for in- 
stance, the sheds in the docks, which, for the most 
part consist of columns of iron or stone supporting 
slated roofs (a). The Barrister having fwmd it to 
he a building within the Act, we must assume that 
it has all the requisites of a building, except the 
incidents he sets out.'' And Mauley J »9 says (6), *'It 
is not denied tluit the shed is a huilding. When once 
it is established that the thing is a building, the 
only question which remains is to be decided by the 
purposes to which the building is or may be put — if it 
is or may be applied to the purposes of a building, such 
as is mentioned in the act, it may be said to be a 
building within the meaning of the Act. Its being 
piore or less substantial cannot affect the question. 
Nobody would for a moment doubt (c) that a place 
constructed at great expense and of great solidity- 
closed on two sides, and used for the stowage of goods, 
would be a building within the Act. Assume this to 



in the case make it impossible that 
the shed should be a 'building/ 
ftc." This latter part» from '' but 
the question," agrees yerbatim 
with the report, 5 C, B. 53. 

(a) Compare 2 LvJtw. Reg, Ccu. 
58, where, in addition, foUows this 
remark by Wildi, C.J., '^Thej 
haye a roof, but no covered aides ; 
and thej are used for warehousing 
goods which are not likely to suf- 



fer by exposure to the weather. 
A hay-bam in a fiEurm-yard might 
also be called a shed." 

(b) Compare the judgments, 2 
Lutw, Reg, Cob. 65, 6, 7. 

(c) It ought, therefore, to be 
assumed that the building in ques- 
tion there was not constructed of 
great solidity, (&c. ; it was in fiict a 
mere shed, as described. 



Powell 

V. 

B0KA8TOV. 



XXVin. VICTOKIA. 187 

be a boUding, and in what does that differ from 1864. 
this?" 

It thus appears to us that the judges do not hold that 
the shed cu described^ is a building within the Act ; 
but they declared it to be their duty to assume any 
possible facts not excluded bj the case, for the purpose 
of affirming the Barrister's finding. The Barrister 
finds it to be a building ; — that finding is to stand, un* 
less the case excludes the possibility of its being a 
building ; and the judges say, that consistently with 
tiie case, the shed may have been, on two sides, of solid 
masonry, and may have been of a very substantial and 
valuable character, and may have been used for the 
stowage of goods. We may remark that it would have 
been better if the case had been sent back for re-state* 
ment, as Mr. Qray requested. 

The argument of that learned counsel on behalf of 
the appellant seems to have been considered by the 
Court as perfectly sound in law ; but it did not prevail, 
because the facts were assumed to exist which made it 
irrelevant Mr. Oray contended that the building 
must be something substantial, something yuadem 
generis with those specifically mentioned, — and not a 
mere temporary erection for the more convenient use 
of the land that could be removable by the tenant — 
and none of the judges disputed the correctness of this 
view of the law. In deciding whether a building is 
within the Act, the Revising Barrister is bound to 
give effect to the intention of the Legislature expressed 
in the statute, and in so doing, to be assisted by any 
rule of construction laid down in any of the cases re- 
lating thereto ; — but his attention should never be 
turned from the statute which be has to apply, — ^and 
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]864. though general principles of construction laid down bjr 
*"— the judges may help to guide his decision, the specific 

▼. facts of one case form a yerj fallacious guide in the 

decision on other specific facts supposed to resemble 
them, — the specific facts of the tarpaulin on poles seem 
to hare led to unsound conclusion& 

In the present case, we consider that the description 
of the shed is complete, and according to that descrip- 
tion it was not of a substantial character nor ejusdem 
generis with the buildings specificallj mentioned, — thai 
is,— it was neither adapted to nor intended for any 
purpose analogous to the purposes for which ware* 
houses are used, and that therefore the decision hold-* 
ing the shed to be a building within the Act must be 
reyersed. 

2ndl7. — If the shed is taken to be a building within 
the statute, then the question is raised whether it was 

occupied by the respondent in his capacity of tenant, 
and the answer is in the negatiye. 

It is clear that the shed formed no part of the pre- 
mises demised at the time of the demise ; and although 
it might become parcel of the freehold by being annexed 
thereto under certain conditions, and so become parcel 
of the demised premises during the currency of ihe 
term, the case does not show that it was made under 
such conditions as would yest the property in the land"* 
lord, subject to the interest of the tenant during the 
term. It is an incumbrance brought on the land by 
the license of the tenant, and for aught that appears^ 
subject to be remoyed at the will of the incumbrancer^ 
or on the reyocation of the license by the tenant 

The building, not the land, — ^is the substance of the 
qualification, — ^the respondent cannot hold the shed aa 
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tenant, unless the landlord has the property in it as re- 
yersioner. But the landlord is not shown to have as- 
sented to its being brought, — neither is there any 
ground for affirming that he could object to its removal ; 
nor does it appear that either landlord or tenant has 
the property in the boards, if the maker of the shed 
carried it away. 

Decision reversed. 
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HefJiTS, Appellant ; Blatn, Bespondent. 

npHIS was an appeal from the decision of one of the 
Revising Barristers for the southern division of 
the county of Lancaster, on the following case. 

Frederick Clayton objected to the name of Arthur 
Hedia being retained on the list of voters for the 
township of Pendleton^ in respect of the qualification 
described as follows :-^ 



Hedis, 
Arthur 



HaUonBmk, 

Eccles 
Old Bead, 

Pendleton, 



An nndivided 
sixth part or 
Bhftre of a per- 
petual, cmef, 
or fee &rm 
rent of £60 
per annum. 



Issuing out of land 
and a house and 
other buildings, 
known as Hope- 
field Weaete Lane, 
in Pendleton^ be- 
longing to and 
occupied by Wm, 
Thoa. BUukock, 



The said rent-charge of ^50 was created by inden- 
tures of lease and release, dated respectively the 9th 
and 10th days of June, 1889, whereby certain land in 



Nov, 28. 

ThAceeiuique 
use, under a 
conveyance to 
uses of a rent- 
chalice created 
Sreviously by 
eed, is, by 
force of the 
Statute of 
Uses (27 
Hen, 8, e. 10, 
sect 1), '<in 
the actual 
possession 
thereof with- 
in the mean- 
ing of 2 
WiU, 4, c. 45, 
sect. 26, im- 
mediately on 
the execution 
of the convey- 
ance, though 
no portion of 
the rent be 
received. 

Aliter of a 
giant of a rent- 
charge at 
common law. 
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T. 
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1864. Pendleton was granted, bargained, sold, and released 
' by John Robinson and Stephen Heelis to John Spencer^ 
and his heirs, to the use, intent, and purpose that the 
said John JRobinson, and his assigns during his life 
and after the determination of that estate by any 
means in his life-time, then that the said Stephen 
Heelis, and his heirs during the natural life of and . 
in trust for the said John Robinson ; and subject to 
the aforesaid limitations, then that John Robinson, his 
heirs and assigns, should and might yearly, and every 
year for ever thereafter, have, receive, and take from 
and out of the land thereby released, and the buildings 
to be erected thereon, one clear yearly rent or sum of 
^50, by half-yearly payments on the 24th day of June, 
and the 25th day of December ; and to further uses 
limiting to John Robvason, his heirs and assigns, or to^ 
Stephen Heelis, and his heirs, as the case might be, 
powers of distress, and of entry and perception of 
profits for securing the said yearly rent ; and subject 
to the said yearly rent -of <£*50, and powers and reme- 
dies for the recovery thereof, to uses to bar dower, 
remainder to the use of John Spencer, his heirs and 
assigns for ever. 

All the estate and interest in the said land so vested 
in John Spencer became, prior to the year 1862, and 
still is vested in WiUiam Thomas Blacklock, and his 
heirs, in fee. 

By an indenture, made and dated the 3rd day of 
November, 1862, the said John Robinson granted and 
released the said rent-charge of jE^50, and all his estate 
therein, with the said powers and remedies for se- 
curing the same, unto and to the use of the said Stephen 
Heelis, his heirs and assigns for ever. 
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By indenture, duly executed and dated the 27th day 1864. 
oiJanuaryy 1864, and made between the said Stephen ' 
Eedis of the first part, John Heelis, a son of the said 
Stephen Heelis of the second part, and the said Stephen 
Heelis, and John Hedis, and Thomas Hedis, Arthur 
HediSy James Heelis, and Edward Hedis, four other 
sons of the said Stephen Hedis, of the third part, the 
said Stephen Hedis, in consideration of the natural 
love and affection which he had and bore for his sons,* 
the other parties to the deed, and for a nominal pecu- . 
niary consideration granted and assured unto the said 
John Hedis, and his heirs, the said rent of £S0, with 
the powers and remedies for the recovery thereof, and 
all his estate and interest therein, to hold unto the 
said John Hedis, and his heirs, to the use of the said 
Stephen Heelis, John Hedis, Thomas Hedis, Arthur 
Hedis, James Hedis, and Edward Hedis respectively, 
and their respective heirs and assigns equally in un- 
divided sixth shares as tenants in common, and not as 
joint tenants* 

The said rent-charge has always been duly paid to 
the parties entitled. 

The half-year's rent, which became due on the 24th 
day of Jtme, 1864, being the first which became due 
after the execution of the said indenture of the 27th 
day of January, 1864, was on the 8th day of July 
following paid by the said William Thomas Blacklock 
to the said John Hedis for and on behalf of himself 
and the five other parties entitled thereto under the 
last-mentioned deed, to whom he paid over their re- 
spective shares at various times between the 8th and - 
the 30th days of Jviy. No portion of the said rent- 
charge was paid after the execution of the said inden- 
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1864 ture of the 27tli day of Jamuxry, 1 664, until the 24th 
' day of June, 1864, when the half-year's payment was 
made as aforesaid. 

The land so conveyed in 1839, together with a house 
and other buildings subsequently erected thereon, are 
the premises described in the fourth column of the 
description of qualification given abova 

The said Arthur Heelis, named in the said indenture 
of the 27th day of Jwnuary, 1 864, is the claimant, 
Arthur Heelie, named in the said list 

When the claim of Arthur Hedis came before the 
Revising Barrister, it was objected that he had not 
been in actual possession, or in receipt of the rent for 
his own use for six calendar months next previous to 
the last day of July, 1864. On the other hand, the 
claknant contended that the said rent -charge having 
been originally created, not by grant, but by a convey* 
ance to uses, he, the claimant, having on the 27th day 
oiJa/Miary, 1864, become by virtue of the indenture 
of that date an assign of the said John Bobin$on, he 
was, by the 4th and 5th sections of the Statute of Uses, 
to be adjudged and deemed to be in possession azfed 
seisin of the share of the said rent*charge, in such like 
estate as he had in the use of the same And that so 
being in such possession and seisin, he was in the 
actual possession and receipt thereof for six calendar 
months next previous to the last day of July, 1864, 
within the meaning of the 2nd WUL 4, c. 45, sect 26. 

The Bevising Barrister considered that the seisin 
and possession mentioned in the said sections of the 
Statute of Uses, is explained and qualified by the sub- 
sequent words in the latter section — viz. '^ and as if a 
sufficient grant or other lawful conveyance had been 
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made and executed to them, by such as were or shall 1864. 
be seised to the use or intent of any such rent f and ~" 



that the statutable seisin and possession was to the y. 

same extent and of the same effect only as if a grant 
of the said share of the said rent had on the said 27th 
day of JantMry^ 1 864^ been made by WiUiam Thomas 
Bladdock to the claimant. And that if such grant 
had then been made^ neyertheless until the actual 
receipt of part of his said share of the said rent^ the 
claimant would not have been in the actual possession 
or receipt thereof within the meaning of the 2nd Will 
4i, a 45^ sect. 26. The Revising Barrister therefore 
disallowed the claim of the said Arthur HeeliSy and 
erased his name from the list of voters. 

If the Court of Common Pleas shall be of opinion 
that upon the facts stated the claimant was by virtue 
of the said seisin to uses of the said WiUiam Thomas 
jBlackhdCf or otherwise to be deemed in point of law 
to have been in the actual possession or receipt of the 
said share of the said rent for six calendar months 
next previous to the last day of Jtily, 1864, then his 
name is to be restored to the list of voters* 

The like claims were made by James Heelis, John 
Heelis^ and Thomas Hsdis, and their cases were conso- 
lidated with thig appeal. 

Joshua Williams (of the Chancery Bar), for the 
appellants, did not rely upon the arguments used be- 
fore the Revising Barrister. His decision rested upon 
the 4th and 5th sections of the Statute of Uses ; but 
those were irrelevant. Those sections apply to the 
creation of rent-charges, not their alienation. 

[Erlb, C. J. The words of 2nd WUL 4, a 46, sec. 26, 
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1864. ^®) ^'unless he shall have been in the actual posses- 
- sion thereof, or in the receipt of the rents and profits 

Y. thereof for his own use/'] 

That is so : but it is contended, the words from 
^- or/' &c., are inapplicable to an incorporeal heredita- 
ment, such as this. A rent-charge could not be let, 
or, if it were, could not be distrained on. Only that 
part of the clause referring to actual possession is 
applicable. In Mwrray v. ThomUey (a), Tindaly C. J., 
in giving the judgment of the Court, said — ''The 
actual possession of rent being therefore a well known 
legal phrase or expression, the Legislature cannot be 
taken to have used it in any other than such well- 
known sense — that is, as contradistinguished from 
such possession in law, or right to the ren^-charge as 
the bare delivery of the deed or grant would confer.^ 

The decision there does not apply, because it was a 
grant at common law. While here the hereditament 
is the rent. By the grant to the use, Arthur Hedia is 
placed in " actual posaemon" The section 26 of 2 
WiU, 4, c. 45^ uses those words ; and Murray v. Thar" 
niley decides them to be used in their well-known 
technical sense. Section 1 of 27 Ren. 8, c. 10, is the 
section relied on. It is the one upon which all com- 
mon assurances are founded, such as lease and release. 
Its words are — ''be seised, deemed and adjudged in 
lawful seisin, estate and possession.^ They put the 
claimant in of the same estate as he had in the use — 
that is to say, in possession. 

Tlius in the common assurance, lease and release, 
bargain for a year puts the bargainee in " possession ;" 

(a) 1 InUw. Beg, Cos. 496 ; S, C, 2 C. B, 222. 
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«nd unless it did so, the release would not operate 1864. 
In Lord Bacon's reading of the Statute of Uses (a), 
'^ The third material words are, lawful seisin, estate, y. 

and possession, not a possession in law only, but a 
seisin in fact ; not a title to enter into the land, but 
the actual estate." Some editions have but a seisin 
*'in tail/'.in mistake for "in fact," as it evidently 
should be. 

So also in voL 7 of the edition by jESi^, Spedding^ 
and Heathy p. 427. In Com. Dig., Uses L, — " By the 
Statute 27 Hen, 8, sect 10, cestui que use is imme* 
diately seised and in actual possession, and therefore 
shall have assize, or trespass against a stranger, before 
entry." He cites Cro, Miz. p. 46, which is expressly to 
that effect, 

[EsATUfTG, J. That would bring it to the very words 
of Tindal, 0. J., in Murray v. Thomiley.'] 

It must be admitted that, as to action of trespass^ 
there may be some doubt from the peculiar nature of 
the action. It applies only to corporeal hereditamenta 

These are the authorities on the general words, but, as 
to rent-charges in particular, 3 Cruise's Digest (6). " But 
where a rent is created by means of a conveyance to 
uses, the grantee immediately acquires a seisin by the 
words of the statute." So in Co. LitL by BuUer, SI 5 a 
(n) 1. " Here, also, appeareth that there is an actuall 
seisin, or a seisin in deed of a rent, whereof (as Little- 
ton here speaketh) an assize doth lie, and a seisin in 
law which the grantee hath by attornment before 

(o) 13 3(ua MonUigvi^s edi- (5) 4th edition, 274, pL 15. 
tioii,842. 
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1864 actuall possession.'' Mr. BuiUr^s note is:— *' This is 
only to be understood of a rent at common law ; bnt, 
T. if the rent is limited as an use under the statute, 

as if lands are conveyed by lease and re^lease to A and 
his heir to the use that B may receive out of them an 
annual rent^ the statute immediately executes the use 
of the rent in R" Burton's Compendium (a), '* But, if 
A, being the owner of the land, were to grant a rent 
out of it to Bf to the use of C, here, by the first section 
of the statute, would take the legal estate. It may 
be objected, indeed, that B is not> strictly speaking, 
seised of the rent until he has received some part of it ; 
for by the old law, he could not bring an assize for it 
previously to such receipt But there seems to be no 
doubt that the seisin in law, which is conferred at once 
by the grant, is sufficient to put the statute in opera- 
tion/' 

The side-note in Murray v. 2%orm2^ is inaccurate, 
and not warranted by the judgment* That was a grant 
at common law. The Court put the ground of deci- 
sion on the part of actual possession. 

In Haydon v. The Overseers of Twerton (6), also the 
statute of uses was not mentioned, and had no applica* 
tion. The conveyance was by common law grant direct 
to three persons, who afterwards executed a declaration 
of trust in favour of others. 

[Erle, C. J. Then you contend that the prior case 
of Murray v. ThomHey proceeded upon the footing of 
the conveyances being grants at common law?] 

That is the contention. He submitted that there 
were two rules of construction to be especially applied 

(a) PI. 1116. (6) 1 Lvltw, 510j 5. C, 4 a B. 1. 
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to the case, viz., that the statute was a remedial one, 1864. 

and should be construed infavour of the frandiisey and 

that there were words of technical import advisedly y. 

used, which should be read with their technical force. 

Keane^ Q.C., contriL The argument comes to this, 
that a claimant might vote under a conveyance, though 
it had been executed for years, and he never received 
a penny under it There is an absence of authority or 
judicial decision on this point There are the specula- 
tions of Lord Bacon, and the assertions of Mr. Burton 
and Mr. Oruiae. 

[Eblb, GL J. Does not Lord Eldon, in giving the 
judgments in the House of Lords, in Smith v. Doe d. 
Jersey (a), say that the practice of conveyancers is con- 
siderable authority 7] 

BetfiTs case (b) only distinguishes between seisin in 
law and seisin in fact, or actual possession, as contra- 
distinguished. The difference between them must be 
taken to have been well known when this Act passed. 
Sugden'e edition of QxEbarCa Uses and Trusts. In this 
Act there are two categories, one of which precisely 
applies as the words '^ rents and profits,'' and which 
would be eqiAUy applicable to the 4th and 6th sections 
of the Statute of Uses. Why should recourse be had to 
the other of the two ? 

WiUiamSf in reply. If by authority is meant judi- 
cial decision, it is probable none will be found for the 

(•) 2 Brod. ^ B. 509. (6) 4 Co, Rep, 11 b. 
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1864. position that a conveyance to a man and his heirs gives 
him an estate in fee. 
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[Erle, C. J. There are many sources of authority 
beside the decided cases.] 

He was stopped by the Court. 

Erle, C. X I am of opinion that the Revising Bar- 
rister was wrong, and that the claimant is entitled 
to vote. The claimant claimed to be in actual posses- 
sion of a share in a rent-charge for six calendar months 
before the 31st of Jidy, and it appears that more 
than six months before that time the rent-charge was 
granted to John Heelis to the use of the claimant and 
five others, as tenants in common. The rent-charge 
had been created in 1839 by the owners of the land in 
fee simple, and had come ultimately to him who, in 
1864, conveyed it to John Hedie^ to the use of the 
claimant and others. No payment was made, and 
nothing had been received by the claimant under the 
rent- charge until after the 24th of June ; and, if it had 
been a conveyance at common law without the aid of the 
Statute of Uses, it is clear, from the cases of Murray v. 
ThomUey^ and Haydon v. The Overaeere of Twerton^ 
that there would have been no actual possession of the 
rent-charge to entitle the claimant to be registered. 
The conveyance, however, was a conveyance operating 
by the Statute of Uses. That statute, in section 1, en- 
acts '^ that, where any person or persons stand or be 
seised ... of {inter alia) rents to the use, confi- 
dence, or trust of any other person, that all and every 
such person . . . that have any such use, confi- 
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dence, or trust . . . shall from henceforth stand 18G4. 

and be seised, deemed, and adjudged in lawful seisin, 

, Hbbld 

estate> and possession of, and in the same . . • ^ t. 
rents. The statute of 2 WUL 4, a 45, sect 26, re* 
quires that the claimant shall be in the actual posses- 
sion of the rent I am of opinion that the Legislature, 
in the times of Hen. 8, and WilL 4., attached the same 
meaning to the words " possession " and " actual pos- 
session," and that the conveyance under the Statute of 
Uses has given the claimant the actual possession re- 
quired, in order to comply with the statute 2, WUL 4, 
c. 45. It is said that this would be to effect, by the 
interposing of a name, the evasion of the statute, which 
requires actual possession of the rent ; but I attach no 
importance to that, because there is clear authority (a), 
that the giving an ox or hind, or other valuable thing, 
in the name of seisin of the rent, would constitute 
actual seisin or possession ; yet, the so handing over 
anything in the name of the rent would, to tny mind, 
afford less facility of proof than the production of a 
conveyance operating by virtue of the Statute of Uses, 
so well known in the law as that is, and so frequently 
resorted to. The authorities which Mr. WiUiams has 
brought forward are entitled to very great respect The 
report in Cro. Eliz. 46, represents the resolutions 
of the judges at a time when the most important pro- 
positions of law were stated in very few words. Lord 
Bacon's reading upon the Statute of Uses is entitled to 
very considerable weight, while Lord Chief Baron 
Comyns has always been held in high estimation as an 
authority by the profession. Lastly, there is the autho- 
rity of Coke upon LitUeton, and Mr. Butler's note (6), 

(a) Co. Ha. 816, a. (6) Page 816 a («) 1. 

VOL. L H,P. P 
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1864. where the whole of the learning of the judgment of Tifi' 
' dai, C. J., in Murray v. ThomHeyy is to be found ; for it 
appears to me to be involved in the passage from Cok$ 
upon Littleton, and Butler a note points out the distinc- 
tion between a conveyance of rent at common law, and a 
conveyance by virtue of the Statute of Uses. Under the 
latter there is actual possession from the moment of the 
execution of the con veyanca Then I take notice of what 
are strictly not authorities, namely, Cruise's Digest, and 
Burton on Real Property (a). I am confirmed in so 
doing by the opinion of Lord Eldon^ in the case of 
Smith V. Doe d. Jersey, that the practice of convey* 
ancers must be taken notice of by those who have to 
administer the law, so as to give effect to the inten- 
ticms of the parties as shown by the instruments they 
have executed. Many of those men have been remark- 
able for ability and learning ; I am happy to think that 
the mantle of the best of the old conveyancers has 
descended to the present day, and that in the argument 
of this case we have had the benefit of much learned 
research and ability. 

KsATD^G, J. I am of the same opinion. I think that 
the Revising Barrister was wrong, but I am bound to 
admit that, if I had had to decide the point, as he had, 
without the benefit of the argument that we have 
listened to, the great probability is that I should have 
decided in the same way. But that argument has distin- 
guished the great difference between the grant of a rent- 
charge at common law, and one under theStatut-e of Uses. 
The Reform Act, 2 WilL 4, c. 45, requires actual posses- 
sion for six months ; and this Court has decided that a 

(a) PI. 1116. 
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grant of a rent-Kiharge at common law would not give 1864. 

that actual possession which the Reform Act requires. 

The judgment of this Court, in Murray v. ThornUey^ ^ v. 

was founded upon many authorities entitled to great 

weight Tindaly C. J., quotes the extract from Littleton^ 

sect 235 : " And so it is, if a man grant by his deed a 

yearely rent issuing out of his land to another, &c., if 

the grauntor then or after pay to the grauntee a penie, 

or an halfpenie, in the name of seisin of the rent, then 

if after the next day of payment the rent be denyed, 

the grauntee may have an assize, or else not, &a" And 

Lord Coke carrying out his own statement, that there 

might be great virtue in an e^ cetera, explains what it 

means. " By this et cetera is implied that the graunt 

and deliverie of the deed is no seisin of the rent : and 

that a seisin in law, which the grantee hath by the 

grant, is not sufficient to maintaine an assize or 

any other reall action, but there must be an actuall 

seisin." Mr. WiUicMne admitted that actual possession, 

as required by the Reform Act, must be such as would 

have enabled him to maintain an assize. From Cro. 

Eliz, 46, strengthened as an authority, by its being 

adopted by Chief Baron Comyns (a), we find that by 

the 27 Hen. 8, c. 10. a cestui que use is immediately seised 

and in actual possession, and therefore that he shall have 

an assize or trespass before entry against a stranger. 

That and the other authorities cited establish com* 

pletely the distinction between the grant of a rent-charge 

at common law, and a conveyance by the Statute of Uses 

like thatl>efore us. Upon these grounds, and agreeing 

entirely with the observations made by my Lord, 1 am of 

opinion that the Revising Barrister took an erroneous 

(a) HeiffDigee^ " Uam/' I. 
p2 
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view of this case ; but, I think, a view which he might 
be well excused for taking when hie had not the advan- 
tage of hearing the argument we have heard. 

Decision reversed (a). 

(a) See articles on this subject in 11 Juritt, N. 8., 2nd part, 27 and 119. 
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and 24. 



Tepper, Appellant ; Nichols, Respondent. 



A T a Court held before the Revising Barrister for the 

eastern division of the county of Surrey, David 

Nichols, a person on the register of voters for the said 



The fihare- 
holders of 
Putney or 
FtUham 
Bridge are 
not, on a pro* 
per construc- 
tion of their Acts of Parliament, possessed either of legal or eqtdtable estates in fee^ so 
as to entitle them to county yotea. 

The statute 12 Oeo. 1, c 86, passed for buildinjB^ a bridge from F. to P. Bj sect. 1 
oertain commissioners were appointed, with powers for that purpose. Sect. 5, bodies 
corporate, &c., might conyey land to the commissioners, or nine of them. By sect. 7 
power was given to incorporate the commissioners, who were to be able to buy and hold 
land, and also to sell, grant, &c., same. 

The commissioners were never incorporated. By sect. 80 toll was to vest in the 
commissioners, to make and maintain the bridge, and purchase the necessary ground. 
Sect. 16, they might deepen the river. Sect. 17, all stones, bricks, and materials were 
to be deemed to belong to the commissioners. 

By 1 Geo. 2, c 18, power was given to the commissioners to agree with any persons to 
build the bridge, &c., and also to grant annuities in fee out of profits ; but these annuities 
were to be deemed personal estate. Sect. 8, lawful for the commissioners, or any nine 
of them before incorporated, and when incorporated to assign the tolls, &c., in perpe- 
tuity. Sect. 6, on purchase of the ferries all property therein, and in passage over the 
river, and the ground and soil adjacent, to be vested in the commissioners. 

The ferries were purchased. On the 19th oi November^ 1728, a contract to build was 
entered into with thirty persons. By indenture of bargain and sale, 1 1 th of November, 
1729, between the commissioners, of first part; the said thirty persons, of second part ; 
and certain others, trustees, of third part, the commissioners granted, &c., tothe persons 
of the third part, the said bridge, &c., and all tolls, &c., with all such ground and soU 
adjacent and belonging to the then late, or their present horse-ferries, &c., upon trust to 
permit the said thirty persons, &c, to take the said tolls, &c., and divide the same, &c 
On the 16th ofJune, 1780, the Archbishop of C. granted to the proprietors 200 anper- 
ficial feet of land, to form part of the approaches. 

There was no other land vested in the proprietors, and no evidence was given as to the 
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eastern division, duly objected to the names of Jahez 
Tepper, and twenty-four other persons being retained 
on the Putney list of voters for the said eastern divi- 
sion. The claims of the persons objected to appeared 
thus : — 



1864. 



No. 


ChrbtUn 
Name, &o. 


Place of abode. 


Nature of 
qoalification. 


Street, Lane, or 
other like place. 


8858 


Tepper, 
Jahez 


2i,Notiing 
HiU 8qr., 
Middlesex 


Freehold Rhares, 
namely, four- 
twentieths and 
one-thirtieth re- 
spectively of 
one-thirtieth 
share in 


Ftdham 
Bridge. 



In support of the right of the said several persons to 
have their names retained and placed on the said list, 
the following documents and facts were duly esta- 
blished in evidence : — 

In or about the year 1 724, the Act 1 2 Geo 1, c. 36, 
was passed, intituled " An Act for building a bridge 
across the river of Thames^ from the town of Fidham, 
in the county of Middlesex, to the town of Putneyy in 
the county of Surrey/' 

By section 1, certain persons were constituted and 
appointed commissioners and trustees for designing, 
directing, ordering, and building such bridge, and for 
maintaining, preserving, and supporting the same when 
built ; and they were empowered at any time after the 
24th of June, 1726, to design, assign, and lay out, how 
and in what manner the said bridge should be made 
and built from the town of Fulham to the town of 
Putney aforesaid, and the ways and passages to and 
from the same, and to preserve and keep in repair such 



Tbppie 

V. 

Nichols. 

annual vidao 
of the same. 
The interest 
in the present 
shareholders 
was identical 
with that of 
the thirty pro- 
prietors, and 
the shares had 
always been 
conycyed, &c., 
as fireehold es- 
tate. The 
bridge was 
built on piles 
driyen into 
the bed of the 
riyer, and on 
brick founda- 
tions, and had 
toll houses, 
&c Held, 
that the aboyo 
statutes gaye 
the commia> 
sioners no 
power to con- 
yey the land, 
but only the 
tolls, and 
therefore that 
the deed of 
1729, thouffh 
it professea to 
conyey the 
land, was in 
this respect 
ineffectiye, 
and the share- 
holders had 
therefore no 
qualification 
for their claim 
to vote. 
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1864. ways and passages froni time to time, and to inak« 
contracts, and do all matters and things for carrying 

Tbppsb 
Y. on and effecting the purposes aforesaid, and to cause 

X4I0HOLS. ^^^ same to be done and perfected accordingly. 

And to the intent that the navigation of the said 
river of Thames might receive no prejudice by section 2, 
when the said bridge was built across the said river, 
there should remain free and open passage for the 
water to pass and re-pass through the arches or pas- 
sages under the said bridge, of 700 feet at the leasts 
within the then present banks of the said river. 

By section 5, bodies corporate and others who were 
seised of ground in Putriey or Fvlham, which might be 
required for the purpose of making convenient ap- 
proaches to the said bridge, were enabled to convey to 
the said commissioners and trustees, or to any nine or 
more of them, or their successors, or as they should 
appoint, any such ground for the purposes of that Act 

By section 7 — '' It should be lawful to and for His 
Majesty, his heirs and successors, by letters patent 
under the Great Seal of Great Britain, ^o incorporate 
all and every the commissioners and trustees appointed 
by this Act, or who shall be appointed pursuant there- 
to, to be commissioners and trustees for putting this 
Act in execution, or such of them as shall be then 
living, and such others as His Majesty, his heirs or 
successors, shall think fit, to be one body politic and 
corporate in deed and in name ; and they and their 
successors to have perpetual succession and a common 
seal, and such seal from time to time break, change, 
make new, or alter, as shall be found most expedient ; 
and that they and their successors shall be able and 
capable in law to have, purchase, receive, enjoy, possess. 
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and retain to them and their successors, messuages, 1864 
Zancb, rents^ tenemefUSy and kerediktmenta of what kind, rpippn 
mtture, or quality soever ; and also to seU^ grant, de* 
mise, alien, or dispose of ihe same, or any part thereof^ 
at their free wills and pleasures ; to sue and implead, 
be sued and impleaded, answer and be answered in 
Court of Record, or elsewhere ; and to choose their 
successors and officers from time to time, and to do 
and execute all and singular other matters and things 
that to them shall or may appertain to do, with such 
powers and clauses as shall be necessary or requisite 
for erecting, building, preserving, and supporting the 
said bridge, and the ways and passages thereto, from 
time to time.'' 

Hie said commissioners and trustees were never in- 
corporated in pursua/nce of this Act. 

By section 8 — " It shall be lawful to or for the cor- 
poration or company who shall or may be erected or 
established by virtue of or pursuant to this Act, as 
such corporation or company, to borrow, or take up, or 
give security for any sum or sums of money payable 
in less than six months, or to discount any biUs of 
exchange, or other bills or notes whatsoever, or to 
keep any books or cash of or for any person or persons, 
bodies politic or corporate whatsoever, other than and 
except only the proper books, moneys, and cash of the 
said company or corporation/' 

By section 10 it is enacted, '* that certain pontage 
or toll shall be paid before any passage over the said 
bridge shall be permitted, and that the said pontage 
or toll shall be vested in the said commissioners to be 
by them applied, in accordance with the provisions of 
the said Act, towards the 'expense of making and 
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1864. maintaining the said bridge, ways, and passages, and 
"^ purchasing the necessary ground for the same.'* 

Y. By section 13, the commissioners, or any eleYen or 

more of them, were empowered, when incorporated by 
indenture or writing under their common seal, to con- 
vey and assure the toll by that Act granted, or any 
part thereof, as a security for any sum or sums of 
money by them to be borrowed for the purposes of 
the Act, and to grant any annuities for one, two, or 
three lives, or for twenty-one years, or a less term ; 
such annuities to be chargeable upon and payable out 
of the tolls, estates, and revenues belonging to such 
corporation.'' And by section 14, '* such annuities 
shall be peraoncU estate.'' 

By section 16, '' it shall be lawful for the said com- 
missioners and their successors, and for such intended 
company or corporation and their agents or officers, 
from time to time to remove any shelfs in the said 
river of Thames, and to make the same river deeper." 

By section 17, it is enacted " that all stones, bricks, 
plants, piles, and other materials which shall be made 
use of for or towards building or making the said 
bridge, or in or about the same, or for maintaining^ 
repairing, or supporting the same, or for making the 
said river deeper as aforesaid, shall always be deemed 
to belong and appertain to the commissioners and cor- 

m 

poration aforesaid." And by the 18th section — " If the 
said bridge should at any time become damaged, it 
shall be lawful for the said commissioners or corpora- 
tion to set up ferries across the said river near to the 
said bridge, and to take certain rates and duties far 
passage by such ferries over the same. 
By section 19 — '^ It shall not be lawful to erect or 
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build the said bridge, or any part thereof, before or 1864. 
until ftill and ample satisfaction be made for all such " 

, TlPPlB 

prejudice, loss, or damage as shall or may be sustained ^^ y. 
or suffered by any of the owners, proprietors, lessees, 
or others having any property or interest in the pre- 
sent horse or foot ferries between FuUiam and Putnejf 
aforesaid 

By section 22, it is enacted '^ that nothing in this 
Act contained shall extend or be construed to extend 
to prejudice or take away any right, property, or juris* 
diction of the mayor, or of the mayor, commonalty, 
and citizens of the city of London^ to, in, and upon 
the river of Thames aforesaid, other than and except 
to remove any shelf or shelfs, or to deepen or widen 
the said river where the said bridge shall be built, 
and to do every other matter and thing as shall or 
may be necessary for the erecting and maintaining the 
said bridge. 

By the Act 1 Oeo. 2, a 18, for explaining and 
amending the Act above referred to, it is by section 1 
enacted — '^ The commissioners and trustees appointed 
by the said recited Act, and those appointed by this 
Act, or any nine or more of them, and the commisr 
sioners and trustees when incorporated in pursuance 
of the said former Act, shall have, and they have 
hereby inll power and authority to contract and agree 
with any person or persons whatsoever, as well com- 
missioners and trustees as others, to erect and build a 
bridge across the said river of Thames from the said 
town of Fulham to the said town of Putney^ and to 
repair, maintain, and support the same when built in 
such manner as by the said commissioners and trustees 
or corporation aforesaid shall be judged proper; and 
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1864. ^^^ ^^^ commissioners and trustees or corporation 
' aforesaid, or any nine or more of tbe said oommis- 



T. sioners and trustees before such incorporation, have 
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hereby power and authority to grant amy annuity or 
amnuitiea in fee out of the profits, income and revenues 
^r tolls of the said bridge, in such manner as they may 
by the said former Act grant any other annuity or 
annuities; all which annuities in fee to be granted 
pursuant to this Act, shall be registered, and shall be 
itssigtiable and devisable as the said other annuities 
are by the said former Act ; and such annuities m fee 
shaR he deemed personal estates, and shall go as such,'* 

And for the more effectual enabling the said commis- 
sioners, trustees, and corporation aforesaid as speedily 
as may be to complete and perfect the said work, by 
section 3 it is enacted, that " it shall and may be lawful 
to and for the scdd commissioners and trustees, or any 
nine or more of them before incorporated, and also lawful 
for such corporation, when created, at any time or times 
to convey or assign over in perpetuity, or otherwise, all 
or any tolls, revenues, profits, or incomes of or belonging 
to the said bridge or ferries, or which shall in anywise 
arise, accrue, or belong to the same unto such person 
or persons as will undertake, contract, and agree to 
erect and build the said bridge, and to preserve and 
keep up^ the same in good and sufficient repair, and 
Bhall give sufficient security so to do to the satisfaction 
of the said comihissioners and trustees, and corporation 
aforesaid ; anything herein or in the said former Act to 
the contrary notwithstanding/' 

By section 5 — " It shall not be lawful for the said 
commissioners and trustees, or corporation, to erect or 
build the said bridge, or any part thereof, before or 
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tntil foil and ample satisfaction be made for all sacll 1864. 
prejudice, loss, or damage, as shall or may be sustained, "^ 

VT suffered by any of the proprietors of the horse-fer- v. 

ries between the said towns of Pvtney and Fidham, 
unless the proprietors of the said horse-ferries, by 
writing under their respective hands and seals, should 
consent and agree with the said commissioners and 
trustees, or any nine or more of them, or the said co^- 
poration to permit the said commissioners and trusteed 
or corporation, to build the same before such satisfac- 
tion should be made, and in case such consent of the 
said proprietors should be had and obtained in mannet 
aforesaid that then the said bridge, when built, and 
eU tolls, revenuesy profits and incomes belonging oir 
to belong to the same should be and were thereby made 
chargeable and charged in the first place with all such 
sums of money as were by the said former Act to be 
paid to the respective owtiers, proprietors and persons 
interested in the present ferries between FuOiam and 
Putney aforesaid, and that tipon payment thereof re- 
spectively, or tender and refusal, aU oumershipB, pro- 
perties and interests ofy in or to the hotse or foot ferries 
between Fnlham and Putney aforesaid, shaU he and are 
hereby extinguished and determined, and the said ferries 
amd passage over the river of Thames there, and tii:e 
ground a/nd soil adjacent and behnginy to the said re- 
spective ferries shaU be and are by the authority of this 
Act transferred to, and absolutely vested in the said 
commissioners and trustees and corporation aforesaid, 
cmd their successors and assigns for ever." 

All such moneys and payments for the said horse- 
ferries have long since been duly made and paid. 

Copies of both of the Acts above referred to accom* 
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1864. V^^7 this case, and are to be taken to )>e and form part 
of the same for the purpose of reference or otherwise. 

The ferries referred to in the 8aid Acts on the 
Putney side of the river were held and were parcel of 
the manor of Wimbledon^ and on the Fulham side were 
held and were part of the manor of FvJham, and pre- 
Tiously to the 21st of Mardi, 1728, Daniel Pettiward 
and WiUiam SkeUon had been respectively admitted to 
and each of them then hdd in fee hj eopj of the Coort 
Bolls of the respective nianors one undivided moiety of 
the ferries on both the PtUney and Fulham sides of the 
river, and on that day tiie commissioners paid to them 
the sum of jE^8,000 in full satisfaction, for all damage 
which they or either of them should sustain by occasion 
of building the bridge — the rights and interests of all 
other parties in the said ferries, having been previously* 
satisfied by the commissioners. 

On the 19th o{ N'ovember, 1728, a contract was duly 
entered into by the commissioners with thirty persons 
who had subscribed jE^1,000 each for building the 
bridge and making the purchases and payments re- 
quired by the said Acts, by which those thirty persons 
contracted to build and maintain the bridge, and the 
ways and passages thereto, and make the said purchases 
and payments, and in pursuance thereof the said thirty 
persons did build the said bridge and make the said 
payments and purchases. 

By indenture of bargain and sale bearing date the 
11th November 9 1729, duly inroUed in Chancery, made 
between the said commissioners of the first part the 
said thirty persons therein named and described as 
being all the contractors and subscribers for building the 
said bridge, of the second party and certain other persons 
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as trustees of the third part — after reciting the 1st, 1864. 
2nd, 3rd, 7th, 10th, 11th, 12th, 16th, 17th, 18th, and 19th 

TspPSB 

sections of the Act first above-men tioned, and the 1st, _ v. 
3rd, and 5th section of the Act secondly above-men- 
tioned ; and further reciting the said contract of the 
19th November^ 1 728, and that the said 30 persons had 
paid all moneys they had agreed to pay, and built the 
said bridge — ^the commissioners granted, bargained, sold, 
assigned, and set over unto the said persons, parties 
thereto of the third part, their heirs and assigns, for 
ever, the said bridge, and all the materials wherei?ith 
the same was erected and built, and aU toUa, revenues^ 
profits, and incomes, of or belonging to the said bridge 
so built from the town of Fulham to the town of 
Putney J or the ferries thereafter to be set up and erected 
as occasion might be, according to the provision in that 
behalf made by the said recited Acts, or either of them, 
which should arise, accrue, or belong to the same, with 
aU eiuJh ground and soil adjacent and belonging to the 
late or then present horse-ferries and passage over the 
said river between Fulham and Putney as had been, 
was, or should be vested in the said commissioners, and 
all benefits, advantages, powers, privileges, and autho- 
rities, and every matter and things whatsover vested in 
or granted to the said commissioners which they were 
empowered or capable to assign or convey over by 
virtue of the said Acts, or either of them ; To hold the 
same unto and to the use of the said trustees, parties 
thereto of the third part, their heirs and assigns, for 
ever upon trust, to permit and sufier the said thirty 
persons therein named, of the second part, their heirs 
and assigns, to receive and take the said tolls, revenues, 
profits, and income, and to have the sole management 
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1864. ftn<l direction thereof, upon condition that they should 
* "^ pay thereout certain sums of money and expenses 

Y. specified in the said deed (which condition has been 

duly performed), and, after payment of such sums of 
money should every year thereafter divide all the then 
rest and residue of the money to be raised by the said 
tolls, revenues, profits, and income of the said bridge, 
ferries, and other the premises (if any), unto and amongst 
the said thirty subscribers and proprietors for the time 
being, and their respective heirs and assigns, rateably 
and proportionably, according to the several sums of 
money by them subscribed for the purposes assigned, 
and to their several and respective rights, shares, and 
Interests of, in, and to the same, to have, take, and 
enjoy the same as tenants in common, and not as joint- 
tenants. 

And that in case the tolls, revenues, profits, and in- 
comes of the said bridge or ferries should at any time 
or times thereafter fall short and not be sufficient to 
answer and make good all such sums of money as 
should be requisite for putting and keeping the said 
bridge, together with the ways and passages to and 
from the same in good repair, within a reasonable time 
to be allowed for making such repairs, or should not 
be sufficient for the payment of all the matters and 
things thereinbefore particularly mentioned, and the 
charges of the trustees in the execution of the trusts, 
then all such sums of money as should so fall short or 
be wanting for the said purposes should from time to 
time be paid and borne by the said thirty subscribers^ 
the parties thereto of the second part, their heirs and 
assigns, rateably and proportionably, and according to 
the several sums of money subscribed by them respee- 
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tively towards the purposes aforesaid, and to their 1864 
several rights, shares and interests therein. ~' ' 

On the 16th of June, 1730, by grant of that date the ▼• 

ArchUshap of Canterbury granted to the proprietors of 
Pmtney Bridge 200 superficial feet of land, part of the 
churchyard of Putney, for the purpose of making the 
passages to and from the said bridge more commodious, 
and the same was used for that purpose, and now forms 
part of the approach to the bridge. 

There is no other land in the county of Surrey vested 
in, belonging to, or ciaimed by tike said proprietors, eas^ 
cept what is comprised in the before-stated deed of the 
11th of November, 1729, and ihe last-stated grant, and 
no evidence was adduced before the Revising Barrister 
as to the annual value of the said land. 

On the 26th of August, 1736, by deed of that date 
ihe persons then equitably entitled to the tolls, revenues, 
profits and income of the bridge, under the indenture 
of the 1 1th of JVovemi^r, 1729, covenanted with each 
other that certain orders and directions given for the 
arrangement of the affairs of the bridge should stand 
good until altered at some quarterly general meeting 
of persons from time to time becoming so equitably 
entitled by a majority of such persons present at such 
meeting. 

The interest of ihe present shareholders in the bridge 
is identical with ihe interest vested in the said thirty 
persons or proprietors under the said deed of the 11th 
November, 1729, and under the grant of the 16th day 
oijune, 1730, and has always been conveyed and trans- 
mitted as and dealt with as freehold estate, and the 
shareholders in the said bridge are at present about 
eighty in number. 
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1864. ^^ proprietors meet once a year, and select a com- 

mittee of six out of their own body to manage their 
affairs. 

The said persons objected to are respectiyely the 

holders of a share, or part of a share of such interest 

as aforesaid, and the sufficiency of the annual money 

value of such share, or part of a share, is not now in 

* dispute. 

The bridge is buHt partly upon piles driven into the 
bed of the river^ and at eOher end upon brick founda- 
iionSy which stand respectivdy upon that part of the 
banks between high and low water-marky whence formerly 
the ferries used to ply from side to side, and in part 
upon land which formerly was ground and soil adjacent 
and belonging to the said ferries, 

There are toU-houses at each end of the bridge, at 
which tolls are coUected, and each of them is a structure 
of brick, and stands upon the brick foundations of the 
bridge referred to in the preceding paragraph. 

For the said persons objected to, it was contended 
that they had respectively under and by virtue of the 
said Acts of Parliament and deeds of the 11th day of 
November, 1729, and the 16th day of June, 1730, herein- 
before stated, such equitable freehold estates in the 
said bridge tolls, and other property comprised in the 
said Acts and deeds as entitled them respectively to be 
on the list of voters for the said eastern division of 
the said county ; and for the said David Nichols, the 
objector, it was contended that they had not respec- 
tively such equitable freehold estates as would entitle 
them to vote for the said division of the said county ; 
and also that the shareholders were a company, and 
that the individual shareholders being only entitled to 
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a share of the receipts and profits, were not entitled 1864. 
to be on the said list of voters. 

The Revising Barrister decided in favour of the said 
David Nichols ; that the said several persons objected 
to had not i^spectively such equitable freehold estates 
as entitled them respectively to be on the said list of 
voters; and, accordingly, he expunged their names 
from the sai^ list 

If this decision was wrong, the names of the said 
persons objected to were to be restored, and inserted 
on the register for the said parish of Putney. 

Karshke, Q. C. (Beresford with him), for the appel- 
lant, read and commented on the Acts set out. The 
commissioners originally had an interest in the soil. 
They aliened it, and it is now possessed by their 
alienees the claimants. 

Raymond^ contrd, in reply to the question of the 
Court, said he relied on three points. 1st. That upon 
the construction of the Acts, no land passed. Sup- 
posing it did, 2ndly, the trustees, and not the share- 
holders, were the persons entitled. Srdly. The 
claimants have only an interest in the moneys, re- 
venues, or tolls, and not in the land. 

[KEATOOy J. The second and third are, in fact, 
nearly the same.] 

Kardake proceeded. The commissioners were autho- 
rized to grant annuities in fee. The ferries were held 
of the adjacent manors. The thirty subscribers entered 
into a covenant to build. It was contemplated by the 

VOL. I. H.P. Q 
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1864 ^^^ ^^^7 should take an interest in land. The ferries 

~ ^ must have extended ad mediitm filum aquce. On the 

'yf** sale hj section 6 of second Act, the ground or soil of the 
NioHOM. ferries was vested in the commissioners. There is, 
besides, the land granted bj the archbishop. 

[Ebatikq, J. There is no finding as to the value of 
the land ?] 

That is so ; but as to the shares, there is, that they 
are sufficient in value. 

Even if it be contended that it was uUrA vires for 
the commissioners to convey the land, yet the language 
in the deed of 1729 is express, to pass the ground and 
soil adjacent to the ferries, &c.; and possession haS 
been had and held ever since, which would give the 
trustees the legal estate, and to the cestui que trust 
equitable ones. 

[Erle, C. J. Whence comes the power to convey 
land?] 

Section 13 of the first Act gave power to the com* 
missioners, when they should be incorporated, to 
convey tolls and grant annuities, charged on and pay- 
able out of the estates, &c. 

The case comes within the ruling of Boater v. 
Newman (a), where, by a general partnership-deed, 
land was conveyed to trustees, on which a fulling mill 
was fitted up, and trade carried on. A committee 
managed the business, and the shares were by the deed 

(a) 1 Lutw. Beg. Cos, 287; IT. <ifc (7r. 198. 
S, C. nom. Brown, respondent^ 7 
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declared personal estate ; and it was decided that each 1864 
shareholder had a sufficient equitable interest to 

TxpniR 

qualify him for a vote. y. 



[Keatiho, J.^ referred to Bennett v. Blain] (a). 

It appears from Rogers on Elections (b\ that votes 
have been allowed hj a Committee of the House in 
respect of these shares. 

Raymond, for the respondent It is difficult to un- 
derstand what interest is alleged to be in the trustees. 
There is only a small amount of land mentioned, and 
the value of it is not found. It is not found that the 
ferries included any land. 

[EsATiKG, J. Land is mentioned in the deedj 

But only " all such ground .... as had been, was, 
or should be vested in," &c. The nature of the pro- 
perty is the question. The Court will hold that no 
more was conveyed than sufficed for the object of 
building a bridge across the river. There is no finding 
as to who are the owners of the river ; yet it is well 
known the Corporation of Londcm contest it with the 
Crown, and the rights of the former are reserved by 
section 22 of the first Act 

Section 17 of the same Act seems almost conclusive 
to admit that the ownership of the bed is in others. It 
is framed to prevent the materials, when affixed, passing 
to the owner of the soiL 

(a) AfUey 86 ; 15 C. B., N. S. (6) 9tli edition, p. 28. 
518. 

Q2 
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1864. In similar cases the Courts have held that they ^ill 

not construe Acts of Parliament as conyeying to com- 
missioners more than is necesisary to perform the 
legislative duty. 

Badger v. 8. Yorkshire Railway and River Bun Comr 
pany (a% where the freehold in a towing-path was in 
question, and the Exchequer Chamber held, that it 
was not one of the purposes of the Act which rendered 
the ownership of the soil necessary, and that the lan- 
guage of the Act was at least as applicable to the 
acquisition of a mere easement as to the acquisition of 
the soiL 

[Erle, C. J. Was there ever a case of a permanent 
building held to possess only an easement in its foun- 
dation ?] 

No doubt, prima fa/de the right to build implies 
estate in the land ; but these proprietors might have 
all the advantage the Legislature designed them to 
have, without taking the fee in the land. Suppose 
the bridge swept away, then^ according to the conten- 
tion, the site would still be in the proprietors ; and 
yet it must be borne in mind that this is a navigable 
river, and the Crown or Corporation would be anxious 
to preserve their superior rights in it. 

Lancaster v. Eve (6), shows that a pile existing 
many years in the bed of the river, may fairly be 
presumed to be placed there with, the consent of the 
owners of the soil. This is nothing but a congeries of 
piles. So here no presumption from the existence of 
the bridge in the land necessarily arises. 

(a) 1 EUi8 A Mlis, 847; 27 (p) 6 C. A, -Y. 8, 717; S. C, 
L. J., Q. B, 118. 28 L. /., C. B. 235. 
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To the like effect is Wood v. Hewett (a), the case of a ] 864. 

fender or hatch to a mill resting on brickwork and 

masonry, fixed in the bank of a stream, where the Court y. 

said it was not necessarily to be inferred that the io=o«- 
chattel passed to the freeholder. 

Secondly. Here trustees are interposed in the deed. 
They are not mere conduit pipes, but have in reality 
the whole estate conyeyed to them. 

[Erlb, C. J. But if the trustees have left the whole 
management to the shareholders to act for themselves 
for more than 100 years, even though the legal estate 
be in the trustees, that would be good evidence of 
equitable estate in the proprietors ?} 

Thirdly. There is neither a legal nor equitable interest 
in this land vested in the shareholders. It resembles 
the case of a company possessing land, as in Bennett v. 
Blain (6), where the shareholders have no direct interest 
in the land, but only in the profits. So in Bligh v. Brent 
(c), where the Court held that real property held for 
the purposes of a trading corporation, is in equity to 
be deemed in the nature of personal estate, although 
the company was a corporation, the shares assignable, 
and no shareholder liable for the acts of another. 

[£ble, C. J. It would not affect the estate in fecr 
simple, if the proprietors were bound, roiione tenures^ 
or otherwise to repair the bridge, as was the case with 
the corporation in Bew v. The Mayor, <t;c. of Strata 
ford'On-Avon (d) ]. 

(a) 8 Q. B. 918. (c) 2 Toil A CM, Eq. Ex. 268. 

(b) Ante, 85; nC.B.,N. 8. 518. (cf) U Eaet, 848. 
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1864. Eardake in reply. This is not like Bennett v« Blairu 

This is not a company nor a corporation. There is no 



y. absurdity, supposing the bridge to be destroyed, in the 

isioHOM. £^^^ ^Y^^^ ^^^ g.^^ would still be vested in the proprietors. 

The first Act declares the annuities personal property 
to prevent the difficulties which have arisen as to 
shares in the New River and other companies^ as to 
their devolution in descent^ &c. 

The 1 Oeo. % c. xviii., gives power to grant annuities 
in fee, which must therefore be perpetual . 

The commissioners have express power to hold lands 
under section 5 of th^ first Act. 

[Keating, J. That seems confined to ^^ approaches.'' 
Does it appear that any land was purchased ?] 

No. The Archbishop seems to have granted what 
was necessary. It is stated that the ferries were held 
of each manor. It is true that sometimes ferrymen 
have only an easement though often the fee. Lanca^ 
ter V. Eve does not apply. That was merely a question 
of fact as to the ownership of the pile. So with Wood 
V. Hewett as to the hatcL The enactment vesting the 
property of the bricks and materials in the commis- 
sioners was necessary, because the commissioners were 
not to build. The object was in case of necessity to 
indict or for the reasons the property might be laid in 
the commissioner. 

Trustees were appointed because it was necessary for 
administrative action as ejectment, &c. to have a fixed 
body where the cestui que trust were a shifting body. 
The trustees are not entitled to receive the profits. 
They have nothing to do with the bridge or the receipt 
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of tolls. His is not a mere easement as in the case of 1864 
the River Dun Company* It was a permanent interest 
intended by the Legislature. 



[Raymond pointed out» that section 7 referred to of 
the first Act assumed that the commissioners must first 
be incorporated before they could hold land, &c.] 

[Eble, C. J. The argument for the appellants is, as 
I understand it, that assuming that the land did vest 
in the commissioners, and that the statute authorized 
a conreyance of it, the shareholders, though they had 
no other title, have acquired one by possession since.] 

Karslake* Yes, since 1729. 

Cur. adv. vult 

The judgment of the Court (a) was delivered by — 
Eblb, C. J. This was a claim on behalf of the share- 
holders of Putney bridge, and the question was, whether 
they had individually equitable freehold interests. 

The statutes conveyed the bridge and land to the 
commissioners, and the commissioners, in 1729, con- 
veyed the bridge with all the land which had been, 
was, or should be vested in them to trustees on behalf 
of the shareholders ; and if the commissioners had 
power to part with that property, I have no doubt the 
shareholders have become entitled to the bridge and to 
the land which belongs to the bridge. But I take it to 
be perfectly clear law, that where land is vested in 
commissioners by an Act of Parliament for public pur- 
poses, the commissioners have not, unless there be 

(a) Ebls, C. J., and Kkatdto, J. 
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1864 something in the statute to that effect, any power to 

convey away or part with such land. The statutes 

y. here have not given, I think, any such power. The 

second of the statutes appears to me to confirm that 
view, because by section 3 it enables specifically the 
commissioners to convey the tolls to the shareholders, 
which would hardly have been the case if by the 
statute it was intended to enable them to convey the 
fee-simple of the land to the shareholders. It seems 
to me the expression used enabling them to convey the 
tolls, as distinguished from the fee-simple of the land, 
is a negation of the right contended for. I think, 
therefore, the commissioners had no power to convey 
the freehold to the shareholders, or to the trustees in 
trust for the shareholders. Then it appears they pro- 
fessed to convey it by a deed of conveyance in 1729. 
But if the law prohibited such a conveyance, then share- 
holders taking it with the knowledge of the title 
under that Act of Parliament, acquired nothing more 
than might lawfully be conveyed, and the commis- 
sioners parted with nothing more than might law- 
fully be parted with. The result is, I think, that the 
commissioners have the right over the land, and the 
shareholders are entitled only to the tolls, and have, 
therefore, no qualification. That is all we affirm, and 
as the case is one fairly raising doubt, we give no costsi 

Decision affirmed without costs. 
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1864. 



Benesh, Appellant ; Booth, Respondent. 

Nov, 28. 

nPHE case stated, that at a Court held for the revision The insertion 
of the lists of Parliamentary voters for the city of foopT] at the 
Landorij on the 6th day of October^ 1864, Thomas dupUcate 
Woodzdl Booth, on the list of voters of the Livery of ofion 
the Company of Distillers, appeared before the Re vis- Jj^^^ 
ing Barrister, and objected to the name of Maurice S^J .i^* 
Benesh being retained on the list of voters for the parish ^o"^ "» »o* 

on the notice 

of St Botolph-wiihout'Aldersgate. sent to the 

party objected 

On calling upon the objector to prove that he had to, does not 
given the notices of objection respectively required by document as a 
the Registration Act, he duly proved the requisite notice a woS^f 
given to the overseers, as to which, therefore, no ques- ^^^ ^^y^^ 
tion arises in the present case ; and the party who had wmce of the 

*^ r ^ notice of ob- 

posted the notice directed by the Act to be served on jection under 

. . 6 & 7 Vict, 

the party objected to, produced in Court the notice cis^sectioo. 
duly stamped with the stamp of the London Post-office, 
of which an exact transcript follows : — 

*' \C0P7.'\ 
" To Mr. Maurice Benesh,'-^ 

" I hereby give notice that I object to your name 
being retained on the list of persons entitled to vote in 
the election of members for the city of London. 

^' Dated this sixteenth day of August, one thousand 
eight hundred and sixty-four. 

" Thomas WoodzeU Booth, 
" 12a, Manor Place, Walworth, S. 

*' (On the List of Yoten of the Liyeiy of the Company of Diatillen.) " 
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1864. I^ ^^ admitted that the word ''copy'' on the notice 

^ produced before me was on the said notice before it 
was taken and stamped at the Post-office, and that the 

^^*^™' words " Thomas Woodzell Booth " subscribed thereto 
were in the proper handwriting of the objector. An 
objection was thereupon duly made to the reception of 
any parol evidence to explain the state of the notice 
retained by the Postmaster to be forwarded to the ad- 
dress thereon, but the Revising Barrister admitted the 
party posting the said notice to supply such explana- 
tion ; and he did prove on oath, to the satisfaction of 
the Revising Barrister, that the word " copy " was not 
on the notice retained by the Post-office to be for- 
warded to its address. Thereupon the Revising Bar- 
rister held it to be duly proved that the objector had 
given the notices of objection required by the Registra- 
tion Act, and called upon the party objected to to prove 
that he was entitled to have his name inserted in the 
list of voters in respect of the qualification described 
in the list ; and, on his failure to do so, expunged his 
name from the said list. 

It was contended by the appellant : — First That 
parol testimony was inadmissible to prove the contents 
of the notice retained to be forwarded by the Post- 
master, the same being a judicial instrument required 
by statute to be in writing, and which in this case, by 
the express words of the 100th section of the Registra- 
tion Act, must explain and prove and be complete in 
itself. 

Second. That while the Registration Act allows a cer- 
tain latitude in the forms of notices for counties and for 
claims, and also of notices of objection to overseers in 
cities and boroughs^ provided the words employed be 
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" to the like effect/' with the statutory form, it admits of 1 864 
no such deviation in the case of borough notices to be ~ 



Booth. 



served on parties objected to^ and, therefore, the notice y. 

now in question is not according to the form numbered 
(11) in Schedule (B), in which the word ** copy" does 
not appear. 

Third. That a statutory judicial written instrument 
must be held in law to be what, on the face of it, it 
purports to be ; and that, inasmuch as the notice pro* 
duced before me purported to be a copy, it could not be 
adduced by its author, as the original notice required 
by the Act, that the word *' copy '' was not surplusage, 
because it is a term which assigns a distinctive and 
specific negative character to the document to which it 
is affixed, amounting, in fact, to a protest on the part of 
its utterer, that, as against him such document is not to 
be allowed to have the effect and authority of an original 
—-not to have the effect, in short, in the present instance, 
of proving that the objector gave the notice required by 
the Act, without evidence of which the party objected 
to would not be in foro^ or entitled to the costs of a 
groundless objection. That the notice was not the less 
a "copy*' because the words *' Thomas Woodzeil Booth'* 
were in the actual handwriting of the objector, inasmuch 
as it was as competent for himself, as for any aman- 
uensis to make copies of his own notices ; and the 
case was likened to that of a transcript of a foreign bill 
of exchange (which requires no stamp) if it bears the 
word " copy" on it before it is issued, and which would 
not become an original in the hands of an indorsee 
merely because the transcription was made in the hand- 
writing of the acceptor. 

Fourth. That if the notice left with the Post-office to 
be forwarded to its address did not bear the word "copy," 
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1864. it was not a duplicate of the notice produced before me, 
and would not, therefore, be the notice required by the 
Act 

Fifth. That the necessity imposed on the objector 
by the nature of his own argument of contending that 
the notice produced by him as a duplicate was not 
in fact a duplicate, was an inadmissible approbation 
and reprobation of the same instrument by the same 
party. 

SixtL That as the notice was produced before me as 
a duplicate original, it must be assumed that the dupli- 
cate forwarded to its address purported to be a " copy ;'* 
and that, as such, fhe person objected to was entitled 
to disregard it as not being an original, and to reckon 
upon the stamped duplicate being rejected by me. 

Seventh. That the objector's own case being that the 
notices were not " alike in their address and their con- 
tents," the authenticity of the service by the Post-oflSce 
was thereby destroyed, and that the production of the 
stamped notice ceased to be the proof of service desi- 
derated by the statute. 

Eighth. That if the Post-office had dispensed with 
identity in one respect as not being essential, there was 
no security against its having dispensed with it in others 
as equally non-essential. That if it had certified that 
the word " copy '* was on the notice forwarded to its 
address when it was not, it might have certified the 
date, the address, the signature, as in duplicate ; when, 
in point of fact, in the document served, they might 
have been omitted. 

NintL That there could be no safe reliance on ser- 
vice by the Post-office, except on the assumption that 
the Postmaster had rigidly followed the injunction 
upon him prescribed by the Act, that he was not a re- 
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liable judge of what is or is not material and essential 1864. 
in a judicial instrument, and that if any discretion were ' 
left to him to determine what particulars therein are 
essential and what are immaterial or surplusage, his 
stamp might authenticate as duplicates the most 
material deyiations fi:x)m the requisites of essential 
identity. 

On the part of the respondent it was contended, first, 
that the word " copy " was not part of the contents of 
the notice, and might be treated as surplusage. 

Second. That the notice was constituted an original 
duplicate by having been signed by the objector praprid 
tnaniL 

Third. That it was proved that the duplicates were 
essentially alike. 

Fourth. That the duplicate forwarded to the party 
objected to not having the word " copy,'' he could not 
be misled into treating it as not being an original in* 
strument, and he was placed at no disadvantage by the 
deviation excepted to. 

FiftL That being ** alike " is not *' commonly under- 
stood " as being identical 

Sixth. That no practical inconvenience can result 
firom the construction put upon the statute by the Re- 
vising Barrister. 

The names of 172 other persons having been ex- 
punged from several lists of voters on objection by the 
said Thomas WoodzeU Booth, whose cases depended and 
were decided upon the same points of law, and such 
parties having given notice of appeal therefrom, such 
appeals were to be consolidated. If the Court should 
be of opinion that due notice of objection was not given 
to the parties objected to, their names were to be re- 
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1864. inserted in the lists from which they were expunged. 
' Appended to this statement was the stamped notice of 
objection produced before the Revising Barrister in the 
case of the appellant Maurice Benesh^ which was to be 
taken as part of the case. The notices of objection in 
the cases of the appellants, whose appeals were oon- 
solidated, were in similar fonn. 

« 

Hcmnen (Underdown with him) for the appellant 
The notice of objection is required by section 17 of 
6 & 7 Vict c. 18, to be given to the party objected to. 
The notice was sent by the post, and therefore the re- 
quisites of section 100 of that Act ought to have been 
strictly complied with. Parol evidence as to whether 
the word " copy " was in the notice retained by the 
Postmaster to be forwarded by him was not admissible 
by the Revising Barrister. It must be admitted the 
point is a narrow one : but strict compliance with the 
terms of the statute is necessary. The Legislature only 
intended the Postmaster to compare the notice and 
duplicate in order to see whether they corresponded 
with each other word for word. There is no authority 
to supplement the statutory proof with any other 
evidence. K the appellant is right as to this, then the 
word ''copy" must be assumed to have been in that 
forwarded to the voter, and the voter had a right to 
disregard it, as he is entitled by the statute to receive 
an original notice. If, however, the Court are of 
opinion that such parol evidence was admissible, then 
the two documents were shown not to be in all respects 
alike, and consequently not duplicates, as required by 
the statute. Toms v. Cwnving (a) is a case of minute 

(a) 1 Lutw, Reg, Cos. 200 ; S. C, 7 M, df O, 88. 
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objection. There, the notice sent by the post was signed 1 3^4 
bj the objector, and the duplicate by an agent in his ^ 
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name, yet the Court held that the notice was not proved y. 

by the production of the latter; and in Birch ▼. 
Edwards (a), it was held that the service by the post 
under this section 100 was not proved by a stamped 
duplicate similar in all respects to the notice left with 
the Postmaster, save that it had no external address. 
These cases show that to satisfy the statute the two 
documents must be in such a state that the Postmaster 
may use either as an original. To hold' otherwise is to 
make the Postmaster judge of the sufficiency of the 
notice. 

Fawcett for the respondent was not called on. 

Erle, C. J. I think that the objection made to the 
notice of objection in this case cannot be supported. 
The statute contains a provision for sending the notice 
by the post where the objector chooses to avail himself 
of that means. In that case there must be a duplicate 
original kept by the objector, and a duplicate original 
sent by the post to the party objected to. Now, I 
think, if one notice was headed " duplicate " and not 
the other, and both in all other respects corresponded, 
there would still be a compliance with the statute. In 
common parlance, when there are two duplicate notices 
one is called the copy of the other. In law all notices 
are originals, and yet I am sure I have witnessed in- 
numerable instances in which the server of a notice has 
produced a duplicate and said, " I served a copy of this 
notice on the other party," A lawyer would say, " Do 

(a) 2 Lutw. Reg. Cos. 87 ; 8. C, 5 C. B. 45. 
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1864 ^^^ ^^ i^ A ^^'Py 9 <^^^ i^ ft duplicate.'' I think, there- 
— fore, that heading a duplicate original notice in this 
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y. case with the word ''copy" has not in the smallest 

degree affected its validity. We should be acting with 
a mischievous regard for form and disregard of sub* 
stance if we allowed such a technicality to prevail 

EsATnira, J. I am also of opinion that this is a good 
notice, and that the word ''copy'' has not at all 
vitiated it. The case referred to of Birch v. Edwards 
is one in which the Court held that the variance there 
found was very material. It was decided there that 
the external address was part of the notice : as soon as 
that was decided an essential variance between the two 
documents was established by showing that one of them 
omitted the external address. 

The external address might be very essential, and 
WUde, C. J.y says in terms, the Postmaster could only 
act upon the information given to him by the external 
address. It seems to me that the present case does not 
come at all within that principle, and that the Re- 
vising Barrister was right. 

Decision affirmed. 
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Smith, Appellant ; Fobeman, Eespondent. 



1865. 



Jan, 22. 



THE case stated : at a Court held at Aahford, in the ^.occupied, 
•^ ' as sole tenant, 

eastern division of the county of Kent for the ^^ »*, » 

" rent of less 

revision of the list of voters for the parish of West tlian£50a 

year, and 

Braihoume^ Henry George Allen duly objected to the under the 
name of John Rolfe being retained on the list of voters lord, but as 
for the said parish. The facts of the case are these : — "^^ his*** 
The name of John Rolfe appeared on the copy of the i^*525>iJ?S 
register of persons entitled to vote, as follows :— ^^ ^ 

rent was also 
j less than £60 
a year. 

Held, that 
^.V share of 
the joint rent 
could not be 
added to his separate rent, so as to make a qualification for a county Tote under 2 WUL 4, 
c. 45, sect. 20, or 6 Vict. c. 18, sect. 73. 

VOL. I. H.P. R 



John Roffe 



West Braboume 



Occupation of House 
and Land 



West Braboume. 



Foreman. 
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1865. &iid his name had stood on the register thus for 
several previous years. 

Smith 

V. John Rolfe had during the qualifying period, and for 

several previous years, occupied solely as tenant a 
house and land at West Brabourne, for which he was 
bond fide liable to a yearly rent of d£'40. He had also 
occupied during the qualifying period, and for several 
previous years, as tenant jointly with his father under 
the same landlord, other lands, three-fourths of which 
were also in West Brabourne, and about one-fourth in a 
neighbouring parish, also within the said eastern divi- 
sion, for which he and his father were bond fide jointly 
liable to a rent of £64t per annum. The hiring of 
these last-named lands was at a different and sub- 
sequent period from the hiring of the first-mentioned 
house and land, of which Johti Rolfe was sole tenant 

The Revising Barrister decided, that, inasmuch as 
the occupation and holding of a joint-tenant is per torut, 
as well as per mi, and that John Rolfe was actually 
bond fide liable to pay to one landlord a yearly rent or 
sum exceeding £50 ; that is to say, £4iO for his sole 
occupation, and ,£^32 at least for his bond fide share of 
the rent for the joint occupation for the lands and other 
tenements holden and occupied by him as aforesaid, he 
was entitled to be retained on the same list and 
register of voters by virtue of the 20th section of the 
2nd WUl. 4, c. 45, which enacts " that every male of 
full age, who shall occupy, as tenant, any lands or 
tenements for which he shall be bond fide liable to a 
yearly rent of not less than £50, shall be entitled to 
vote ;" and he retained his name on the register and 
list of voters accordingly. 

If the Court should be of a contrary opinion, the 
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name of John Rolfe was to be expunged from the 1865. 
register. 



R. Bourhe {Hayes^ Serjeant, with him), for the appel- 
lant The voter here claims by virtue of the sole 
occupation by himself of premises under the qualifying 
value, along with a joint occupation with his father of 
premises under the same landlord, his moiety of which, 
being added to the other, would bring him within the 
J^50 mentioned in the Chandos clause. The question 
is, whether the two tenancies can be reckoned together, 
so as to make the yearly rent, for which the voter is 
liable, one of not less than £50. It is submitted that 
that cannot be done. 

To be entitled to be on the register, the voter ought 
either to be liable to a yearly rent of not less than 
<f 50, and so be qualified under section 20 of the 
Reform Act (2 WiU. 4, c. 45) ; or else he ought to be 
liable, with his father, to a joint rent, the moiety of 
which is not less than £50, and so be qualified under 
section 73 of the Registration Act (6 & 7 Vict. c. 18). 
As it is, the voter, in the present case, comes within 
neither of these Acts. The rent for which he is solely 
liable is only -£^40, so he is not qualified by the Reform 
Act ; and the moiety [of the rent for which he is 
jointly liable is only £3i, and therefore he is not 
qualified under the Registration Act ; and he cannot 
unite these distinct modes of qualifying so as to make 
up the amount required for qualification. The quail* 
fication being the creation of the statute, the party 
must bring himself within its terms. The case of 
Qadsby v. Barrow (a), was a decision on the 20th 

(a) 1 L^w. Reg. Cos, 152 ; 8 ScoU^ S. R. 799. 
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1865. section of the Reform Act ; and this Court held, that 
* a tenant who holds under two different landlords two 



FoRBMAir. 



V. distinct sets of premises^ the rent of each being less 

than £60 a year, though they together amount to that 
sum, is not under that section entitled to a vote for the 
county. The only difference between that case and 
the present is this — that there the landlords were 
different, whereas here both properties are held under 
the same landlord The principle on which that case 
was decided equally applies to the present — ^namely, 
that the statute requires the claimant to be liable to a 
single rent of sufficient value. 

[Williams, J. Section 73 seems to point to a single 
qualification solely derived under its terms; it does 
not say in conjunction with any other land.] 

That is so. A joint tenancy cannot be tacked to a 
sole tenancy without infringing the plain construction 
of the statute. 

Hannen {Underdown with him), for the respondent. 
Where the holdings are under the same landlord, there 
can be no reason why the two may not be tacked toge- 
ther so as to make up the necessary qualifying amount 
of rent. There is no real objection to such a course. 
The case of Oadsby v. Barrow is very different, as there 
the holdings were under different landlords ; but it 
has never yet been decided, that if the voter is liable 
to pay to one landlord in respect of two separate 
holdings under him, together amounting to £M a 
year, he is not qualified under the Reform Act. The 
point has always been treated as an open one, and the 
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practice of Revising Barristers differs : this case raises 1865. 
it for the first time. The real question is, as to the 
meaning of the words ** at a rental" The Legislature v. 

has not said it must be a single rental If the statute 
had said ''at one single rentaV' the case would be 
otherwise ; but the indefinite article ''a" does not bear 
ex vi termini anj such force. JEUioU on Registration (a). 

It has been decided under a local Act, which re- 
quired the qualification for vestrjrmen, to be '' house- 
holders rated to the poor*rate on an annual rental of 
not less than £40" that the rental might be made up 
of tenements separately held. The King y. The Church" 
wardens of 8L Pancraa (b). 

The words of the section " but not otherwise/' only 
mean unless the interest ' amounts to a total rental 
of ^£0 a year. 

The 73rd section of the Registration Act was in- 
tended to enlarge the franchise in the event of the 
tenant holding the qualifying property jointly with 
others* The test, intended by the Legislature as to 
whether the party is fit to be intrusted with the 
franchise, is, whether he is a man of that, substance 
and character that a landlord will trust him with 
lands or tenements of the annual value of £50. It 
cannot matter for this purpose whether the landlord 
lets him part at one time and part at another time, or 
part to him solely and part jointly with another, if 
the aggregate value of the rental payable by him to 
such landlord be not less than £50 a year. 

[Keating, J. Is there any case which affirms the 
franchise to the holder of two separate buildings under 

(a) 2nd edition^ pp. 122—124. (h) 1 A. ff E, 80. 
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1865. ^be same landlord, the rents being joined together to 
" make the qualifying amount ?] 
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None is known ; the question is res integra (a). 

Erle, C. J. I think that the Revising Barrister was 
wrong in his decision in this case. The qualification 
given under the Reform Act for a person who occu- 
pies lands or tenements, as tenant, is a yearly rent of not 
less than «£50. The case finds that the claimant pays, 
in respect of what he occupies, as sole tenant, a house 
and land, a yearly rent of J^40, and he cannot therefore 
qualify without the aid of the Registration Act, 6 & 7 
VicL c. ] 8, sect. 73, which provides for the qualification 
of persons occupying jointly. The words giving the 
qualification are peculiar. They are, that, " where any 
such lands and tenements shall be jointly rented and 
occupied by more persons than one, each of such joint 
occupiers shall be entitled to be registered and vote at 
such election as last aforesaid, in respect of the lands 
and tenements so jointly rented and occupied, in case 
the yearly rent for which they shall be bond fide liable, 
in respect of such lands and tenements, shall be of an 
amount which, when divided by the number of such 
occupiers, shall give a hond fide rent of not less than 
<£50 for each and every such occupier, but not other- 
wise.'' This phraseology is very precise and limited, 
and I do not feel myself at liberty to say that any 
qualification which is not to be found in the words of 
the enactment exists. Now, the claimant occupied, 
jointly with his father, a tenement for which they were 

(a) But 'see Powell^ app., y. 586; 4 (7. i?. 105. 
Pricey rcBp., 1 LtUw. Beg, CcLs.y 
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jointly liable to a yearly rent of <£^64, and the claim is 1 865. 
to add ^10 of the jointly occupied premises to <£^40 of 

Smith 

the separately occupied premises, and so to make up ^ v. 
the ^50 under section 2() of the Reform Act. But 
the words of the statute do not authorise the junction 
of these two rents. If he claims under the qualifica- 
tion given to the joint occupants, he must show a joint 
occupation giving to each of the joint occupiers a rent 
of not less than £50 ; and the statute says he shall not 
otherwise be qualified. I do not pretend to fathom the 
intention of the Legislature further than the clear words 
of the enactment guide me. The first statute says, if 
you are a tenant for £50 you may vote. The second 
says, if you are a joint tenant, and hold £100 jointly 
with another person, then each of you may vote ; but, 
•unless the joint holding is such as to give each joint 
holder .f 50, there is no qualification. It may be 
that the difficulty of adding the separate rent to the 
apportionment of rent under a joint tenancy might be 
expected to create confusion and inconvenience. It 
seems to me that this claimant is not qualified under 
either of the statutes, separately, and we have no war- 
rant for uniting an insufficient qualification under each 
to make up a whole, such a course not being specified 
in any enactment. The name must, I think, be ex- 
punged from the register. 

Williams, J. I am entirely of the same opinion. 
It seems to me impossible to come to any other conclu- 
sion upon the language employed in the 73rd section 
of the Registration Act. 

Keating, J. I am of the same opinion. Confessedly, 



238 



HILABY TEBM, 



1865. 



Smith 
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but for section 73 of the B^stration Act there would 
be no qualification, and I see nothing in that Act to 
enable us to add what is insufficient under its terms to 
what is an imperfect qualification under the Reform 
Act. 

Decision rerersed. 
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AT a Court held before the Revising Barrister of the 
borough of Cheltenham, which consists only of one 
parish, John Flatcher duly objected to the name of 
James Burrington being retained on the list of voters 
for the said borough, upon the ground that a portion of 
the poor-rate for the qualifying year had not been paid, 
nor tendered It was proved that the poor-rates of the parish in which 
^trate!**^lt the qualifying premises are situated are made half- 
yearly, that there was one made in Aprils 1863, 
which extended to the following September^ when an- 
other was made, which extended to March, 1864, in 
which month a new rate was made, which is the exist- 
ing rate. The voter went into occupation of the quali- 
fying premises prior to the 1st ofAugvsty 1863, but paid 
atwttd^^^e ^^ portion of the rate then in existence, which was not 
l^^Q^\h io demanded of him, neither was his name inserted in that 

c. oo, sect. iJy ' 

the rate in rate. 

question was 

not, until 

demanded, " payable from " the claimant within sect 27 of the Reform Act. 



was not de- 
manded, nor 
-was his name 
inserted in 
the rate. 
Hdd, hy 
Eblb, C. J., 
WiLLBS and 
Kkatiho, J J., 

WiLLIAXS, J., 

dissenting, 
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It waa contended against the vote that, inasmuch as 1865. 
the 27th sect, of the 2 Will. 4, c 46, requires the payment * 
of all rates payable firom the voter, be should have gone y. 

to the overseers and paid bis proportion of the April, 
1863, rate, to which he was rendered liable by the 12tb 
section of the 17th Geo, 2, c. 38 ; and, if any dispute had 
arisen as to the amount, they could have had it settled 
by two justices in the manner provided by that section. 
And the voter having failed to adopt this course, he 
was disqualified, for the omission was not remedied by 
any provision of the Registration Acts, as section 75 of 
the 6 Vict. c. 18, only applies to a misnomer or inac- 
curate or insufficient description. 

It appeared to the Revising Barrister that, as the Act 
of Geo. 2 does not say the incoming tenant shall pay, but 
only that he shall be liable to pay, and as the proportion 
which he is so liable to pay must, before he can pay it, be 
first ascertained, either by agreement between the par- 
ties, or, in case of dispute, by the decision of two justices 
of the peace, and, as by the 6 Vict c. 18, sect. 75, a 
person in other respects qualified shall be considered 
as having paid all rates when he shall have bond fide 
paid all sums of money which he shall have been called 
upon to pay as rates ; therefore, an unascertained pro- 
portion which the voter had never been called upon to 
pay was not such a rate as had become payable from 
him in respect of the qualifying premises within the 
meaning of the 27th section of the 2 WiU. 4, c. 45. 
The Revising JBacrister over-ruled the objection and re- 
tained the name. 

If the Court should be of opinion that this was wrong, 
the name of James Bmrington was to be expunged from 
the list. 
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1866. As the validity of the ohjections in three other cases 

depended upon the same decision, the Revising Barrister 
directed that they should be consolidated with the fore- 
going ; and, if this judgment was reversed, the names 
of the three other persons were to be struck out of the 
register of voters for the said borough. 

Dowdeswelly for the appellant. The question is 
whether Burrington was disqualified by reason of the 
proviso in the 27th section of the 2 WiU, 4, c. 45, 
^'that no person shall be registered unless he shall 
have been rated . . . to oU rates for the relief of 
the poor made during the time of such his occupation, 
nor unless he shall have paid on or before the 20th of 
Jviy^ all the poor-rates and assessed-taxes . . . 
payable . . . previously to the 6th of April then 
next preceding/' The 11 & 12 Vict. c. 90, enacts that 
" no person shall be required in order to entitle him to 
have his name inserted in any list of voters . . . 
to have paid any poor-rates or assessed-tazes, except 
such as shall have become payable from him previously 
to the 5th of January in the same year ; and that no 
person shall be entitled to be on any such list of voters 
unless the poor-rates and assessed-taxes payable from 
him previously to the 5th of Janwiry, shall be paid on 
or before the 20th of July next following/' Neither 
this enactment nor that of the 6 & 7 Vict c. 18, s. 75, 
as to inaccurate statements in the rate apply to the 
present case. The proportion of the rate accruing 
between August, 1863, when Burrington's occupation 
commenced, and September, when another rate was 
made, was payable from him, within the meaning of 
the 27th section of the Reform Act. The 1 2th section 
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of the 17th Oeo. 2, c. 88, enacts that " Where any per- 1865. 
son or persons shall come into or occupy any house, &c. 
out of or from which any other person assessed shall be 
removed, or which at the time of making such rate was 
empty or unoccupied, that then every person so re- 
moving from, and every person so coming into or 
occupying the same shall be liable to pay to such rate in 
proportion to the time that such person occupied the 
same respectively, &c. ; which said proportion, in case 
of dispute, shall be ascertained by any two or more of 
His Majesty's justices of the peace." This provision in 
the Reform Act has always been construed most 
strictly. 

[Keating, J. Does it substantively appear from the 
case that the outgoing tenant has not paid this very 
rate?] 

It is not so stated in terms, but it never was sug- 
gested, nor is it very likely, that it has been paid. 
Assessed-taxes are (by 43 Oeo. S, c. 161, s. 23) payable 
quarterly, though by 48 Oeo. 3, a 141, the collectors 
are directed to collect them, and they are accordingly 
usually collected, half-yearly. In Ford v. SmecUey (a), 
a house-tax was payable on the 20th of December , 1851, 
but not demanded until the 11th of April, 1852, and 
the party assessed did not pay until after the 20th of 
Jtdy : and it was held that he had not complied with the 
11 & J2 Vict, c 90, so as to be entitled to be registered. 
That was a hard case ; for no demand was or could be 
made on the party assessed until after the 10th of 

(a) 2 Lutw. Reg. Cat. 20d ; 12 C. B. 622. 
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1866. April Bishop v. Smedley (a\ shows that it is the duty 
of the party from whom a rate is dae to pay or tender 
it That the debtor must seek the creditor is an in- 
flexible rule : here a condition has to be complied with 
by the party seeking to acquire the franchise. The 
claimant never offered to pay any portion of the rate 
in question. The Registration Act (6 Vio. c. 1 8) does 
not affect the case in any way. 

The 75th section, after reciting the 2 WHL 4, a 45, 
s. 27, as to rating and payment of rates, and that 
** Doubts have arisen how far any misnomer or inac- 
curate, or insufficient description, in a rate, of the person 
. . . as in the said recited Act are mentioned, or 
any inaccurate description of the premises so occupied, 
has the effect of preventing any such person from being 
registered, Saac" enacts that, " Where any person shall 
have occupied, &c. for twelve calendar months next 
previous to the last day of Juiy in any year, and such 
person being the person liable to be rated for such 
premises, shall have been bond fide called upon to pay 
in respect of such premises all rates, &c., and such 
person shall have bond fide paid, on or before the 20th 
day of JiUy in such year, all sums of money which he 
shall have been called upon to pay as rates in respect 
of such premises for one year previously to the 6th day 
of April then next preceding, such person shall be con« 
sidered as having been rated and paid all rates, &c., 
within the meaning of the said recited Act, and be en- 
titled to be registered in respect of the same in any 
year, any misnomer or inaccurate, or insufficient, de- 
scription in any rate of the person so occupying, or of 
the premises occupied, notwithstanding." In Moss v. 

(a) 1 Lutw, Beg. Cos, 384 ; 2C,B, 90. 
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The Overseers of St Michad, Lichfield (a)> it was held 1865. 
that that provision has reference only to inaccuracies ' 

of description. There, a father and a son jointly occu« _ y. 
pied premises as partners ; the name of the father only 
was inserted in the first two rates made within the 
year, and both were inserted in the third : all the rates 
were paid by the son : and it was held that this was 
not a rating of the son within the 2 WHL 4, c. 45, s. 21, 
nor an inaccurate or insufficient description of the 
person rated within the 6 & 7 Vict. c. 18, s. 75. There 
Matde^ J., says, '' The appellant clearly was not rated 
within the 2 Will, 4, c 45, s. 27 ; and the 75th section of 
the 6 & 7 Vict c. 18, only applies where there is an inac- 
curate or insufficient description. If the party intended 
to be charged was indicated and was called upon to pay, 
and did pay, the rate, the blunder would not vitiate the 
rating. But here the father was rated and not the 
son/' Here there was no inaccuracy or mistake : it 
was intended this man should pay. 

Campbdl Fader ^ for the respondent. The claimant 
was entitled. The liability under the 17 Oeo» 2, & 88, 
& 12, is, to pay a proportionate part of the rate for the 
time of occupation, if the outgoing tenant has not 
already paid it The case does not show that the 
occupant did not pay. 

[Eble, C. J. If our decision is to turn upon that, 
we should send the case again to the Revising Barrister, 
to state how the fact really stands.] 

If there be any portion of the rate due, and the in- 

(a) ILutw. Eeg. Com. 184; hSwU, K. B. 882; 7 M. it 0- 72. 
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1865. coming tenant be liable for it, the non-insertion of his 
name in the rate is an inaccurate or insufficient de- 



y. scription of the person liable within the 75th sec- 
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tion of the 6 & 7 Vict. c. 18. The case finds that no 
demand was made upon Burrington, How could he 
know whether anything, or what, was to be paid for 
him? The cases as to assessed taxes are altogether 
inapplicable. The poor-rate is payable as soon as it 
is allowed and published. He referred to Bldkey v. 
Dixon (a). The Court called on 

DowdesweU, There is no real uncertainty as to the 
amount which the incoming tenant is to pay : he is to 
pay in proportion to the time he has occupied. Id 
certum est qiAod cerium reddi potest 

[WiLLES, J. It may be that there is a dispute as 
to when his occupation began. Can it be a sum 
*^ payable '' from the party until the amount is ascer- 
tained ?] 

If there be any doubt, that is to be settled before 
the justices. The Act imposes upon the occupier the 
duty of paying the rates ; the occupier is not to wait 
for a demand. The parish officers have no means of 
knowing when the occupation commences : the party 
himself has. 

[Eble, C. J. How can the incoming tenant know 
what has been done by the outgoing tenant? The 
utmost that can be said, is, that the former has a 
capacity to be made liable.] 

(a) 2 Bob. ^ P. 821. 
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Campbell Foster. This man has paid all the rates ] 866. 
payable from him. He has paid the September rate ; 
and if the collector had> at the time of that payment, y. 

made a demand on him for his proportion of the AprU 
rate, and he had refused to pay it, then the contention 
of the other side might have arisen. He was not 
absolutely liable, but only on the contingency of his 
being resorted to on the default of the outgoing 
tenant. The 2dth section of the Reform Act gives 
the right of voting in the case of different premises 
occupied in immediate succession : the party " having 
paid on or before the 20th of July all the poor-rates 
and assessed taxes which shall, previously to the 6th 
of AprU then next preceding, have become payable 
from him in respect of all such premises so occupied 
by him in succession." In Rogers v. Lewis (a), it was 
held, that, in the case of an occupation of premises in 
succession under that section, it was not necessary 
that the party's name should appear on the rate : it 
is enough that he has paid the rate. Bishop v. Smedley 
turned upon the 30th section of the 2nd WUl. 4, c 45, 
which was designed to meet the case of a man whose 
name had been altogether omitted from the rate. As 
the party had neither paid nor tendered the amount 
of the rate, it was held, that he was not entitled to be 
registered. The claimant here has paid all that he 
has been called upon to pay, and all in respect of 
which a direct liability is imposed upon him by the 
Legislature ; and, if necessary, he may rely upon the 
curative power of the 75th section of the 6 & 7 Vid. 
c. 18. 

(fl) K. 4* 0„ Reg. Cat, 279 ; 7 C. B., N. S. 29, 
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1866. Dou/desweU, in reply. Burrington claims to have 

*"■ fulfilled the two conditions contained in section 27 : 

first, that to have been rated to ; secondly, to have 
paid all poor-rates. The second of these conditions is 
independent of the first, and is intended to be more 
extensive. A portion of the April, 1863, rate was 
clearly payable by Burrington. Though not defined or 
ascertained, he was liable for it. He ought to have 
tendered what he conceived to be the proper sum : 
and if the overseers had refused to receive it, an 
appeal to two justices would have at once decided the 
matter. If the name of a party be omitted from the 
rate, it is his duty to demand to be rated : if he fails to 
do so, he loses his franchise. A man must bring him- 
self within the qualifying clauses. So, as to payment, 
being liable to pay and not paying or tendering, he 
has failed to perform his duty to the public, and his 
right to vote is not complete. 

[EbIiB, C. J. The liability here is somewhat like 
the liability of the drawer or indorser of a bill of ex- 
change — a contingent liability to pay, provided he has 
due notice of the default of the party primarily liable. 
Can it be said that the bill has become payable by 
him, unless he has had notice ?] 

The law merchant can hardly be relied on to assist 
the construction of the Reform Act 

[WiLLBs, J. In order to deprive a party of the 
benefit of a condition, he must have notice. How can 
a man know whether or not he is liable to pay, until 
he has notice of the demand upon him ?] 
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This is not a contingent liability at alL The rate 1865. 
being unpaid, it is a debt ; and it became payable by 
BurringUm immediately upon his entering upon the 
occupation of the premises. 

EsLB^ C. J. In this case, the question raised by the 
appellant is, whether the claimant is disqualified by 
non-payment of a poor-rate. The Revising-Barrister 
held that he was qualified. The facts are that the 
claimant came into the premises before AugvM^ 1863. 
The practice in the parish was to lay the poor-rates 
half-yearly. The claimant paid all the rates laid dur- 
ing his occupation, but there was some portion of one 
laid previously, which he had not paid, and it was con- 
tended, on the part of the appellant, that that portion 
was payable by the claimant within the meaning of 2 
WiU. 4, c. 45, sect 27> as being the proportion to which 
he was liable under the 1 7 Oeo. 2, a 38, sect 1 2. That 
Act, after reciting that persons frequently remove out of 
parishes and places without paying the rates assessed 
on them, and other persons do enter and occupy their 
houses or tenements, part of the year, enacts ''that, 
where any person or persons shall come into or occupy 
any house, or, &c., out of or from which any other per- 
son assessed shall be removed, or which at the time of 
making such rate was empty or unoccupied, that then 
every person so removing from, and every person so 
coming into or occupying the same, shall be liable to 
pay to such rate, in proportion to the time that such 
persons occupy the same respectively, in the same man- 
ner and under the like penalty of distress, as if such 
person so removing had not removed, or such person so 
coming in or occupying had been originally rated and 

VOL. I. H.P. 6 
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1 865. assessed in such rate ; which said proportion, in case 
of dispute, shall be ascertained by any two or more of 
His Majesty's justices of the peace/' I assume that 
some arrears of rates were left unpaid in this instance ; 
though it is not found by the case to what amount. 
The claimant went on till the sitting of the Revising 
Barrister, in the belief that ail the rates due from him 
were paid ; but it is argued that there was a liability 
cast upon him by sect. 12. I take the words of that 
section to mean that the claimant was subject to- be 
made liable to pay a proportion of the rate ; it is not a 
primary liability, which the claimant was bound by 
law to know, but a liability which the parish-officer 
might, if he chose, enforce. The amount depended on 
a contingency, because the outgoing tenant might have 
paid the rates beyond the time he occupied, and until 
the claimant had been called upon to pay what had 
not been paid by the outgoing tenant, I think that 
the amount was not " payable from '' him, and that he 
was not disqualified by sect. 27 of the Reform Act till 
he had notice of what was due. By that section no 
occupier shall be registered unless he " shall have been 
rated in respect of such premises to all rates for the re- 
lief of the poor, in such parish or township, made dur- 
ing the time of such his occupation, so required as 
aforesaid, nor unless such person shall have paid, on or 
before July 20th in such year, all the poor-rates and 
assessed taxes which shall have become payable from 
him in respect of such premises " before a given date ; 
the words *' become payable from him " imply, not an 
unascertained or contingent liability, but a definite 
sum payable in prcesentty in respect of which he has been 
guilty of some default. The words are, " what shall 
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have become payable from him," not " what he shall 1865. 
have become liable to pay/' This, though ia a sense 
ddntwm in prcssenti, was solvendum infuturo; it was a r. 

contingent liability, and, until the amount was ascer- 
tained, the claimant could not know what was payable 
from him. The proviso I have read took away the 
franchise previously granted, in case the claimant was 
not bearing his share of the public burdens ; it was in- 
tended to disqualify a person from voting if he had not 
paid all his poor-rates and assessed taxes. Poor- 
rates differ totally from assessed taxes, inasmuch as 
the latter are payable at certain periods by certain in- 
stalments; whereas, poor-rates constitute a liability, 
the extent of which no one can foresee, and which a 
person may be called on to pay at any time. They are 
laid on according to need, may be directed by peremp* 
tory mandamuSy as happened on more than one occasion 
while I was in the Court of Queen's Bench ; and, more- 
over, a poor-rate is due from the time when the rate 
is complete. In practice, poor-rates are paid any day 
of the month, in any month of the year ; as to time or 
amount, according to the ability of the person paying ; 
the collection varies in every degree of delay. The 
rate is paid by the rich whenever the collector chooses 
to demand it ; by the poor, when he can obtain it from 
them ; and, in some cases it is only paid by terror of 
the impending distress. The amount, therefore, left 
unpaid by the outgoing tenant is what no incoming 
tenant can possibly tell. It might happen, if the col- 
lection of a rate were made weekly, that the same pay- 
able per week would be less than a halfpenny, and but 
a week or two's rate might be due from the outgoing 
tenant. Was it intended by the statute that the elec- 

s 2 
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1865. tioneering agent should be able^ by inspection of the rate- 
' book, on his finding that a few halfpence are due, of 

T. which the incoming tenant knows nothing, to procure 

the disqualification of the incoming tenant ? I think 
it is clear that the incoming tenant's proportionate 
part of the rate does not become payable so as to fix 
him with what constitutes liability till the amount is 
ascertained. 

Williams, J. I have the misfortune to be of a dif- 
ferent opinion. The franchise was conferred subject to 
the fulfilment of certain conditions. Qne isf that the 
party claiming a vote shall have paid all the poor^ 
rates and assessed-taxes which '^ shall have become 
payable from him *' in respect of the premises. I think 
that the claimant here has not succeeded in showing 
that he has done so. The question turns-on the 17 Geo. 
2, a 38, s. 12, by which an incoming tenant is liable to 
pay a rate already made at the time of his entering, in 
proportion to the time that he occupied the premises* 
The question therefore is, what proportional amount of 
this rate was payable by the claimant within the mean- 
ing of that section, and section 27 of the Reform Act 
It has been argued that the amount due here could not 
be considered to be payable, because the amount the 
claimant was liable to pay depended on a variety of 
circumstances which had not been ascertained, and 
until that was done, the particular sum he was liable 
to pay could not be -ascertained ; but by the statut^e of 
Oeo. 2, the incoming tenant is to be liable to pay in 
proportion to the time he occupies, and I think that the 
sum which he is liable to pay under that statute is a 
sum which " becomes payable from him " within the 
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meaning of section 27 of the Reform Act. The question 1865. 
is whether it can the less Be said to be payable from ' 
him, because of circumstances which render payment _ t. 
difficult till it is ascertained. I think that " he was 
liable to pay '' it, whether ascertained or not When 
it is duly meas^uredy though perhaps there may be 
difficulty in measuring it, an exact sum becomes pay- 
able, which cannot be varied by any circumstances. 
As a rule, a demand cannot properly be made of any- 
thing not already payable, but can it be doubted that 
the proportion ot the rate might have been demanded 
of the claimant I apprehend that he is liable for his 
proportionate amount of the existing rate, if any sum 
turn out to be due. It seems to me, therefore, impos- 
sible to say that he has paid all the poor-rates which 
have become payable from him in respect of the pre- 
mises for which he claims his Tote. It may seem hard, 
yet the Reform Act throws upon a claimant the neces- 
sity of getting himself rated, otherwise to lose the 
franchise, though it be through the fault of the parish 
officers in not having rated him. I think that the 
claimant cannot be said to have paid all the rates which 
have become payable from him, for he has not paid his 
proportion of the rate under the statute of Oeo, % and 
I think " he is liable to pay '' that, and it is '^ payable 
from him " within the words of the statutes. 

WiLLES, J. I am of opinion that the Revising Bar- 
rister was right ; at least, I cannot see my way clearly 
to say that he was wrong. The question is one of con- 
siderable nicety, and it turns on the construction of the 
words " shall have become payable from him '* in 
section 27 of the Reform Act. The claimant could not 
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1865. know what portion of the rate had been paid by the 
" outgoing tenant, and the parish officers had made' nO 

T. claim upon him. If the rate had been made within the 

period during which he occupied, there would be no 
doubt about the matter, for it is his business to take 
care that such a rate is paid, and he ought not to be 
guilty of laches ; and if made during his occupation, it 
is clear that he must pay it in order to qualify himself. 
In this case the rate was made before the commence- 
ment of the claimant's occupation, and in respect of a 
rate made at such a time, the Revising Barrister held 
that there was a distinction amounting to a difference 
in respect of the non-payment of it and a rate made 
during the period of occupation. It is easy to see that 
there is a difference ; but the question is, whether we 
are to make a difference as to the non-payment in the 
one case being a disqualification, and not in the other. 
There is certainly a distinction in the case of a rate 
not being paid by a tenant which is made when he is 
not occupier, and one made when he is occupier ; and 
it seems impossible to say that an incoming tenant is 
bound to take notice that a rate existing at the time of 
his coming in has not been paid, unless we go the 
length of saying that he was bound to make inquiry. 
Looking at the 17 Oeo. 2, c. 38, s. 12, it seems a section 
not intended to regulate generally the rights of out- 
going and incoming tenants, but intended to give the 
parish a remedy, if the outgoing tenant do not pay all 
the existing rate, and renders the outgoing and incom- 
ing tenants liable for their proportions according to the 
time of their occupation ; but the provision can only 
come into operation in the event of the outgoing tenant 
not paying the rate. There is a distinction between a 
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liability to pay a rate, and a liability to pay where the 1866. 

outgoing tenant has not done so. The first liability is " 

an ordinary one, the second liability is extraordinary, r. 

and only arising on the non-payment of a rate by the 
outgoing tenant, and one of which the incoming 
tenant would not, of necessity, be cognizant I cannot 
help thinking that, in construing this Act, it should be 
borne in mind that the register is only evidence of the 
right to vote, which, primd fajde^ a person of full age 
and other qualification has. It seems to me that the 
liability, under the statute of &eo. 2, is not a condition 
imposed on the right ; and I see no reason why this rule 
of ordinary law, with regard to conditions, should not 
be applied. I think that the claimant is not to have 
the restriction enforced in this case with greater 
leniency, or greater stringency, because of the franchise 
being concerned, than it would be enforced with in any 
other case. The parish officers are like the obligees in 
an ordinary bond, and the claimant is like the obligor — 
if the conditions have not been performed, according 
to the ordinary principle, where performance depends 
upon information mainly or exclusively in the breast 
of the obligee, notice should be given by the person 
who is to receive the money, and there is no forfeiture 
till such notice be given. The obligees are represented 
here by the parish officers, and until they gave the 
claimant notice of part of the rate being due, there was 
no default on his part. Comyni Digest^ tit Condition 
(L. 8), gives abundant authorities to show that the law 
is, as I have stated, in the case of an ordinary condition. 
This is the distinction on which the Revising Barrister 
has acted ; it is a question of great nicety, and my im- 
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1865. pression is, that he is right in the conclusion which he 
came to— at least, I cannot see that he is wrong* 
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EsATiNa, J. I also am of opinion . that the Revising 
Barrister was right on this question, which has been 
truly said to be one of considerable nicety, and which 
is, what is meant by the words ^* all the poor-rates^ 
&a, which shall hare become payable from him,'' in the 
proviso, in section 27 of the Reform Act I agree that 
the claimant, not necessarily having any notice of the 
state of things which could make the existing rate pay- 
able by him, when he entered on his occupation, it is 
requisite for some person who is cognizant of such a 
state of things, to give him notice of those facts : the 
parish officer would be such a person. The statute of 
(ho. 2, contemplates the outgoing tenant leaving the 
rate unpaid, and in that case the incoming tenant's 
proportion would become payable by him. It appears 
to me to be a reasonable construction that^as no demand 
was made of him^ or notice given to him that a pro- 
portion of the existing rate was due, it is not shown 
that the rate had become payable from him within the 
Reform Act. 

Decision affirmed without costs. ' 
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Freeman, Appellant ; Gainseobd, Bespondent. 
Be Sheffieu) Music Hall (a). 

nPHE case stated, that at a Court held to revise the 
lists of voters for the West Riding of the county 
of Torkf Thomas Hadfidd objected to Charles Stamleyj 
as not having been entitled on the last day of Jidy^ 
1864, to have his name retained on the list of voters for 
the township of Sheffield^ in and for the West Riding. 
The name stood on the copy of the register relating to 
the township of Sheffield, as follows : — 



OhrisUaii and 
BnnuaiM. 


FlMO of Abode. 


Nature of 
Qaallflcation. 


PUmm In township. 


CHotUb Stanley 


81, nroffmorion 
8L, London 


Freehold shares 


Music HaUy 
Surrey SL 



Jan. 17. 

Shareholden 
in ft jnnslo 
hall, the iQgal 
estate in 
which was 
vested in 
tmsteesi with 
powers of 
management 
for the benefit 
of the share- 
holders, and 
with a tmst to 
divide the net 
resulting pro- 
fits propor- 
tionately 
among them: 
held, not 
qualified to 
voteaspoa- 
sessinff an 
equitiK)le 
freehold. 



By a deed made on the 2nd day of October, 1828, 
certain persons became entitled to undivided freehold 
shares in the Sheffield Music Hall, and claimed to be 
on the register of voters ; and it was admitted that the 
provisions of that deed were such as to qualify them 
to be there. 



(a) It may capse InconTenience 
in citation that this case bears the 
same names of appellant and re- 
spondent as that in jfiT. jr ^- 4^8- 
That was the case of Lord Shrewa- 
buries Hospital at [Sheffield. An 



addition has been made to the 
title, to distinguish this from the 
other. The coincidence is pointed 
out in order that similar instances 
may, if possible, be avoided in 
future. 
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A subsequent deed, dated the 13th day of June, 
1864, %vas prepared, a copy of which was appended to, 
and to be taken as part of, the case (a). 

It was agreed that the income received by the 

4 

claimant, and by each of the other four claimants after 
mentioned, was in annual amount sufficient to qualify 
if the Court should be of opinion that he and they 
were in other respects duly qualified and entitled to 
remain upon the register. This deed was, previous to 
the 31st day of July last, executed by but thirty-two 
of the proprietors of shares in the music hall, they 
being proprietors of one hundred and ten out of the 
whole one hundred and eighty-four sharea There 
were twenty-five other proprietors by whom it was 
not then executed, by some small number of whom 
it has since been executed. The present claimant, 
and the four other claimants after named, had, how- 
ever, all executed this deed previous to the 31st day of 
July last, as also had all the new trustees. 

It was contended for the claimant that the second 
deed of the 13th day of June last had not yet come 
into operation, so as to constitute a new body of trus- 
tees ; and, inasmuch as twenty-five proprietors, re- 
presenting ^\th shares, had not yet executed the 
deed, that, until the whole had signed, no trustees 
thereunder were effectually appointed, and the rights 
of those who had not were not affected by its provisions. 

It was also urged, that the deed could not operate 
in any way until it had been executed by all the 
shareholders ; and that the only deed before the Court 
was the original deed of 1828. 



(a) The material parte of that the statement of the case, 
deed wiU be found at the end of 
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' It was also urged on behalf of the claimants, that, 1865. 
even if the effect of the deed of the 1 3th day of June " 

FUBBIUM 

iras to create a body of trustees for the purposes y. 

therein named, such creation would not destroy the Be 

equitable freehold interests of the claimant and his MusioHALb 
co-proprietors in the music hall. 

For the respondent it was argued, that the pro« 
prietors being resident in various distant places, and 
inasmuch as it would in all probability be long before 
the deed of 1864 could be executed by all of them, 
clause 32 (a) of that deed was inserted for the very pur- 
pose of making the deed valid and effectual as to the 
shares of those who from time to time executed it, 
even although not executed by aU the proprietors, but 
that all the present claimants had executed the deed 
of 1864, and that their shares were therefore liable to 
the operation of it: that each proprietor of an un- 
divided 184th share was competent to execute a deed 
declaring trusts respecting his share, and that on the 
execution of such deed, his share would be liable to 
such trusts ; that what one could do without the con* 
currence of all, any intermediate number of proprietors 
could do without the concurrence of all, and bind 
their own shares as effectually as all the shares would 
be bound by the execution of all ; and that, in this 
instance, a majority of the shareholders holding a 
majority of the shares, and all the new trustees, had 
executed the deed of 1864, and they had therefore 
practicaUy the power and control in their handa 

Under these circumstances, the Revising Barrister 
was of opinion that the claimant ought not to have 
been on the register, and expunged his vote. If the 

(a) Po9t, p. 262 (n.). 
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Court should be of opinion that the said Charles 
Stanley and the other four claimants were not dis- 
qualified under the proTisions of the said deed of the 
13th day of June, 1864, the register was to be amended 
bj the insertion of the names of the said Charles Stanley^ 
and the other four claimants ; but if the Court should 
be of opinion that they were disqualified by that deed, 
then the register was to remain as amended by the 
BeyisingBarrister (a). 



(a) The indenture of thelSth day 
of June, 1864, was made between 
the seyeral persons whose names 
and seals were subscribcRl and 
affixed in the schedule thereto, of 
the first part» and WiUiam Brad- 
ley and eleven others, of the se- 
cond part. It recited, that, by an 
indenture of the 2nd of October, 
1828, made between Smith, Pea/r- 
son, and Hounafidd, of the first 
part; Offley Shore, of the second 
part; and fTiZAtn^on and seventy- 
eight other persons, including the 
above-named Smith, Peanon, 
Hounsfidd, and Shore (being the 
several proprietors of the heredi- 
taments and premises thereinafter 
described) of the third part ; after 
reciting that the said SmiOt, Pear- 
son, and Hounsfidd were seised of 
the fee-simple and inheritance of 
the premises thereinafter described 
and conveyed in trust for them- 
selves and the other of the several 
proprietors thereof; and reciting 
that the said several proprietors 
were desirous that the said pre- 
mises should be conveyed to the 
said Offley Shore, his heirs and 
a88igm^ in trust for himself and 
the other of the said several pro- 
prietors thereof, according to his 
or their respective shares therein, 
as thereinafter mentioned; and 



redting that t&e said SmUh, Peaa^ 
son, and Hown^fidd, in order to 
effect the desire of the said seveial 
proprietors of the sud premises, 
had agreed to convey the same in 
manner thereinafter contained. It 
was witnessed, that, in purananee 
of the said agreement, the said 
Smith, Pearson, and HowMfidd 
(by the direction of the said se- 
veral proprietors) did grant and 
release unto the said Offitey Shore, 
and to his heiis and assigns^ all 
that piece of land situate in Surrey 
Street, Sheffield, See, together 
with the building then lately erec- 
ted upon the said piece of land, 
and called "The Sheffield Music 
Hall," &c To hold the same 
unto and to the use of the said 
Offley Shore, his heirs and assigns, 
in trust for himself and the other 
of the said several proprietors 
thereof, according to his and their 
respective shares therein, as there- 
inafter mentioned, that was to say, 
as to ten undivided 184th shares 
(the whole into 184 shares being 
considered as divided) in the pre- 
mises, in trust for WiUnnaon, his 
heirs and assigns for ever [and so 
on as to the shares of all the other 
parties, of the third part]. The 
deed in recital then contained a 
power to Offley Shore, his heirs. 
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The four other appeals were consolidated with this 1865. 



case. 

execatoTBy adminiBtrators, or as- 
agoa, to borrow any sum, not ex- 
ceeding ^3|000, on the Beeuiity of 
the premises: and, after reciting 
an indenture of mortgage (for 
^2,500) of the 26th of August, 
1853; thftty by indenture of the 
26th of April, 1862, the mortgage 
was assigned to Mareui Smith and 
J, H. Barber, subject to the equity 
of redemption ; and that the prin- 
cipal sum, and the current half- 
yearns interest still remained due 
to Marcus Smith and «/*. H, Bar- 
ber;, that the several persons par- 
ties to those presents, of the first 
part, were shareholders in the pre- 
mises comprised in the thereinbe* 
ibre recited indenture of the 2nd 
of October, 1828, and severally 
held the number of shares speci- 
fied opposite to their respective 
ugnatures thereto; that the said 
proprietors, and all other persons 
who were, or should thereafter be- 
come entitled to any share in the 
premises, were thereinafter re- 
ferred to by the designation of 
"the proprietors," and that the 
parties thereto, of the first part^ 
lately agreed amongst themselves 
that the said piece of land, music 
hall, &c., and their several shares 
therein, should be settled upon the 
trusts^ and in manner thereinafter 
appearing, and that such of them 
as were made parties thereto, iA 
the second part, should be trustees 
of those presents; and such parties 
thereto, of the second part, and the 
sorvivors and survivor of them, 
and other the trustees or trustee 
for the time being of those pre- 
sents, were thereinafter referred to 
by the designation of " the tros- 



FanicAv 
tees.*' It was witnessed, that in v. 

consideration of the premises, the GAnreroBo^ 
parties thereto, of the first part, annmRtD 
did mutually and reciprocally MusioHalu 
agree, ftc; and such of them as 
were not parties thereto, of the 
second part, did, Ac, severally 
agree with the parties thereto^ of 
the second part, that all that piece 
of land, music hall, &c., comprised 
in the said indenture of the 2nd 
of October, 1828, together, ftc^ 
and all the shares, estates, and in- 
terest of the said parties thereto, 
of the first part^ and also any here- 
ditaments and premises thereafter 
acquired by the trustees, all which 
hereditaments and premises were 
thereinafter referred to by the de. 
signation of ''the Sheffield Music 
Hall," should be governed by the 
rules thereinafter appearing, and 
numbered 1 to 88 delusively), 
that is to say:— 

1. Trustees.'] The parties here- 
to, of the second part^ their heirs, 
assigns, and successors in ofiiee, 
shall be trustees of the Sheffield 
Music Hall, and shall have the 
several powers hereinafter appear- 
ing, and distinguished by the let- 
ten A, B, C, D, E, F, G, H, I, J, 
E, and L. 

(A.) Fe&simple vested intrtu- 
tees."} To vest or cau^ to be vested 
the fee^imple and inheritance of 
the Sheffield Music Hall in* them- 
selves, or any of their body for the 
time being, or in such person or 
persons as the trustees shall think 
proper. 

(B,) Their duJbies.] To give di- 
rections to the said Offley Shore, 
his heirs and assigns, or other the 
person or persons for the time 
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Cleasbyy Q. C, for the appellant* The main ques- 
tion is, whether this case is governed by the decision 
in Bennett y. Blain (a), where this Court held, that the 



being entitled to the fee^imple 
and inheritance of the said Shrf- 
fidd Music Hall, and to the Raid 
Marcus Smith and J, H. Barber, 
their, ftc., or other the person or 
persons for the time being enti- 
tled to the term of years men- 
tioned in the said indentnre of the 
26th of Au(ni«t, 1858, with regard 
to any lease, mortgage, &c., ac- 
tion, kc., which tiie trustees may 
think it proper that the penon or 
penons receiving such directions 
should make, bring, do, or concur 
in: 

(C.) To grant or cause to be 
granted any lease, or create any 
tenancy for any period not exceed- 
ing a tenancy from year to year, 
and subject to any provision : 

(D.) With such consent as is 
mentioned in rule 7, to grant or 
cause to be granted any lease, or 
create any tenancy for any period 
exceeding a tenancy from year to 
year: 

(K) With such consent as afore- 
said, to enlarge or alter the exist- 
ing buildings, and to acquire any 
additional land, buildings, ease- 
ments, or rights : 

(F.) To pay off, transfer, or 
otherwise deal with any mortgage 
for the time being existing, or to 
make'or cause to be made any new 
mortgage, either in fee, or for any 
term of years, or otherwise, for any 
sum or sums not exceeding the 
amount of such existing mort- 

(G.) With such consent as afore- 



said, to make or cause to be made 
any new mortgage, either in fee, 
or for any term of years, or other- 
wise, for any money not exceeding 
j^,500, or other existing principal 
mortgage money : 

(H.) With such consent as afore- 
said, to sell : 

(I.) To execute and cause to be 
executed such agreements, mort- 
gages, Ac, as they shall think pro- 
per, and to receive or direct the 
payment or receipt of any money, 
and generally to do all acts neces- 
sary for effectually exercising the 
foregoing powers, or any of them, 
and especially to confer on any 
mortgagee or mortgagees any 
powers of sale or lease, or other 
powers; and upon any sale to 
make any reservations, especially 
with regard to miuerala or ease- 
ments: 

(J.) Qenerally in all matters 
not hereinbefore specified, to deal 
with and manage the Sheffield 
Music Hall, a8\f the trueteea were 
the abeolute ben^ieial owner9 
thereof, 

(K.) To receive the rents and 
annual profits, ftc 

(L.) To make from time to time 
bye-laws for regulating their pro- 
oeedings as amongst themselves, 
and especially to name a quorum 
for meetings of their own body. 

2. Majority.] The powers here- 
inbefore given to the trustees, fto, 
may be exercised by a majority of 
their body, fta 

8. Bat^/ieaHon.] Whenever, by 



(o) Ante, p. 35; S, C, 15 C. B., N. S, 518. 
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members of a company provisionally registered under 
the 7 & 8 Vict, a 110, sect. 68, established for the erec- 
tion of a corn exchange at Manchester, under a deed 



1865. 



these presents, anything is re- 
quired or ftuthorized to be done 
by the trustees, any subsequent 
order for or in eonfirmation of 
any saeh. thing done without pre- 
vious order shall be as effectual as 
a preyious order. 

4. In confirmation and exten- 
sion, but by no means in curtail- 
ment of the powers and privileges 
arising expressly under the word- 
ing of these presents, the trustees 
shall be entiUed to all powers and 
privileges incident to their office, 
especiaUy under the provisions of 
the statutes 22 & 28 Viet, e. 85, 
and 28 ft 24 Vict, c. 145. 

5. Interest of Sharehcickrs]. Out 
of the rents and cmnual profits and 
mtm^ in the nature of income, and 
not capital, the trustees shall annu- 
alfyf or ofteneTf if they thinh pro^ 
per, declare a dividend} and such 
dividend shall be divided amongst 
the proprietors according to their 
respective shares m the Sheffidd 
Music Hall, The trustees may, 
from time to time, set OMde such 
money, if anyj as they shall thinh 
proper, as a reserve fund, to meet 
contingencies, and in aid of jvJture 
dbfidends; and such reserve fund 
shaU ranh as capital until it is 
otherwise appropriated. The re- 
served fund AaU never, however^ 
exceed £500 ; it may he invested by 
the trustees upon any securities al- 
lowed by law for trust-money, or 
upon mortgage of freehold, copyhold, 
or leasehold hereditaments, or upon 
the mortgages or debentures or pre- 
ferential stochs or shares qf any 
municipal or other corporation or 
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company incorporated by special 

Act of Parliament, and the income M^o'haiIi. 

therefrom shall ranh cu income from 

the Shfiffield Music Hall. 

6. All capital moneys from time 
to time'in the hands of the trustees, 
and not otherwise applicable under 
the previsions qf these presents, shaU 
belong to the proprietors according 
to their respective shares in the Shef- 
field Music Hcdl, and snaU be ac' 
cordingly divided amongst them as 
early as may be after the receipt 
thereof 

7. Consenl of proprietors to oer* 
tain ads]. The several powers 
hereinbefore given to the trustees, 
and respectively distinguished by 
the letters D., F., G., and U., shall 
be exercised by the trustees with 
the consent of the proprietors^ 
testified by the resolution of a 
special general meeting of them, 
or by writing, under the hands of 
such number of proprietors ss shall 
represent two-thirds of the shares. 

8. Receipts of trustees,'] The said 
Offiey Shore, his heirs and assigns, 
shall not, nor shall the said Mar- 
cus Smith and J. H. Barber, 
their heirs, executors, administra- 
tors, or assigns, nor shall any les- 
see, mortgagee, purchaser, or other 
person, be bound to inquire whe- 
ther such consent sa aforesaid has 
been obtained by the trustees, 
whose directions and receipts shall 
in all cases be as effectual as 
if they were absolute beneficial 
owners. 

9. Chairman, secretary, mana- 
ger,] The trustees td appoint chair- 
man, secretary, and manager, &e. 
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of settlement which gave them onlj a right to a share 
of profits — the real estate of the company being vested 
in trustees, and the management in a committee — had 
no such equitable interest in land as to entitle them to 



16. TViuta to he disrefforded.] 
The proprietors as a body shall 
not, nor shall the trustees, be 
aifected by any trust, whether ex- 
press, implied, or constructive, to 
which any of the shares may be 
subject; and the receipt of the 
person in whose name any share 
shall stand in the register book ; 
or, if such share stands in the 
names of more persons than one, 
the receipt of any one of such per- 
sons shall, from time to time, be a 
sufficient discharge for all divi- 
dends and other money payable in 
respect of such share; and that, 
notwithstanding any trust to which 
such share may be eubject, and 
whether the proprietors as a body, 
or the trustees may or may not 
have notice of such trust; and the 
proprietors as a body shall not^ 
nor shall the trustees, be bound to 
see to the application of the money 
upon such receipt. 

17. Generai meettngs.'] A gene- 
ral meeting of the proprietors 
shall be held on the first Monday 
in F^brwary in erery year, at 
twelve o'clock at noon, at the 
Music Hall. The trustees shall 
lay before such meeting a state- 
ment, made up on the 8lst day of 
December then last^ of the income 
and expenditure of the proprietors 
from the foot of the last state- 
ment ; or, in the case of the first 
statement^ from the 81st day of 
Marchy 1864; and such statement 
shall be accompanied by a report, 
whenever the directors think there 



is [any matter of special interest 
or importance calling for such re- 
port At such general meetings 
any then existing vacancies in the 
trusteeship may be supplied; and 
one or two of the trustees, or one 
or two other persons, whether 
proprietors or not^ may be ap- 
pointed auditors of the accounts 
for the then current year. 

29. New trutteea,] When, by 
death or otherwise, the trustees 
shall be reduced to three in num- 
ber, a special meeting of the pro- 
prietors shall be convened; and 
at that meeting such a number of 
new trustees shall be elected as 
the meeting shall think proper; 
but so, however, that the total 
number of trustees shall not ex- 
ceed twelve. 

80. Trustees not disqualified 
from having shaTetS\ Every trus- 
tee may purchase or acquire shares 
in all respects as if he were not a 
trustee, any rule of law or equity 
to the contrary notwithstanding. 

82. Parties egecuHng bounds 
though all proprietors do not 
signJ] If all ^ proprietors of 
shares in the Sheffield Music Hall 
shall not exeaUe these presenti, the 
same shall neverthdess hind aU the 
parties who do execute the same; 
and the same proportion of ma- 
jorities of the parties who do so 
execute shall hind the whole of 
them, as are Jterdnbrfore appoint- 
ed to hind the "whole body qf pro- 
prietors. 
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be r^stered. It is submitted that it is not, inasmuch ] 865. 
as the whole scope of the deed here shows that the 
claimant has an interest in the land. It appears that y. 

the Sheffidd Music Hall was, by a deed of the 2nd day ^^«^ 
of October, 1828, vested in certain persons in undivided m^""halL 
shared in fee. Under this deed, it was conceded that 
each shareholder was entitled to be registered. The 
question is, whether the subsequent deed of June 13th, 
1864, deprives them of that right ? On the part of the 
appellant, it is submitted that that deed was not in- 
tended to alter the equitable rights of the parties, 
but merely to vary the mode of management of the 
hall. After various recitals, the deed witnesses that 
it was agreed that all that piece of land, &c., and all 
the shares, estates, &c., should be not ''conveyedi 
assigned, and assured to the said trustees," but " go- 
verned by the rules thereinafter appearing, one of 
which is, that the fee-simple and inheritance of the 
Sheffidd Music Hall should be vested in themselves, or 
any of their body for the time being, or in such per- 
son or persons as they should think proper ; another, 
that they should receive the rents and profits, and 
divide the same amongst the shareholders ; and another, 
that they should generally deal with and manage the 
Sheffidd Music Hall as if they were the absolute bene- 
ficial owners thereof." 

[Williams, J. The trustees are to receive and di- 
vide the net proceeds. Would not the principle of 
Myers v. Perigal (a) apply — viz. that the shareholders 
took only an interest in a share of the profits ?] 

(a) 11 a B. 90; USimons, 588; 2De O. M. A G, 599. 
VOL, L H.P. T 
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1865. Each shareholder, it is aubmitted, still remains the 

equitable proprietor of a share in the music hall, an 
y. interest in the realty. The question is» whether there 

Gaito»o*i>, jg ^ trust in the land, or only in the result, — the 
iflf«"5l?, profits ? The only object of the deed of the 13th day 
oiJuney 1864, was to regulate the fuftire management 
ef the concern for the benefit of the shareholdera 
There is nothing, therefore, to bring the case within 
the rule laid down in Bennett v. Blairk The Court 
there properly held the shares to be personal estate. 
The deed expressly declared that they should be so 
treated. Further, it admits of considerable argument 
whether the deed of the 13th day of June, 1864, could 
have any operation at all until signed by all the share- 
holder& But for rule 32, which provides, that '' if all 
the proprietors of shares in the Sheffield Music Hall 
shall not execute these presents, the same shall never- 
theless bind all the parties who do execute the same,*' 
this objection would have been unanswerable. That 
clause, however, may well operate to bind those who 
have executed the deed, so fitr as regards the manage- 
ment of the property, without operating to convey the 
property until all the shareholders have executed it 

Eannen, for the respondent The legal estate in 
these premises was originally vested in a trustee, who 
had the power to raise a sum of money by mortgage, 
and has exercised that powen In order to ascertain 
what interest the cestui que trmt have, we must look 
at what they have agreed to. They have agreed 
amongst themselves that the property shall remain 
vested in trustees, and the income to be applied 
iQ a particular manner. The operative part of the 
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deed i» that which declares that the land, music-hall, 1^5. 

Ac;, ''^ shall be goremed by the rules hereinafter ap- 

pearing/' Those rules show that the property and the y. 

sole control and management were Tested in the trus- ^ ' 

tees, and that all the interest the shareholders have is mokSTham. 

a participation' in the net profits, according to the 

amount of their* respective shiures. The decision of the 

Revising Barrister proceeded on the ground that the 

present case falls within the principle of Bennett v. 

Blain. It is impossible to distinguish the two cases. 

The rules there correspond, as nearly as may be, with 

those in the present case, except that there the general' 

body of proprietors had a much greater control over the 

receipts than hera The dividends were to be declared 

by a general annual meeting. In the argument of that 

case, Bligh v. Brent (a), Watson v. Spratley (6), Myers 

V. Perigal (c), and Baxter v. Brown (or Newman), (i), 

were cited. He read the passage by Williams, «/*., in 

giving judgment It is impossible to have a statement 

of the principle of law more closely applicable to 

this casa The other point is founded upon a fallacy. 

It is assumed that the deed is to have no operation at 

all until all the shareholders or proprietors have exe^ 

cuted it. The 32nd rule shows that this is not so. 

Cleaaby, in reply. This does not di&r from a part- 
nership in land ; it is not the case of a joint-stock 
company at all. Baron Martins judgment, in Watson 
V. Spratley is strongly in favour of the appellant. 



(a) 8 r. «fe a 268. ((0 1 Luho, Reg, Cos. 287 ; 

(5) \OExcU. 222. S, C, 7 M. d: Q, 198; 8 Scott, 

(c) 11 a B. 90; 16 Simnu, If. R 1019. 
533; Z De G. M, 4k O. 599. 

t2 
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[Eble, C. J. What difference is there between a 
joint-fitock company and a cost-book one for this 
purpose ?] 

The matter was much considered in Bdseter v. Brown 
(or Ifemnan), which was the case of a partnership in a 
mill, the property being vested in one partner or trus- 
tee for the others, with power of management very 
similar to those contained in this deed ; and the Court 
held that each partner had an interest in the realty 
corresponding with the amount of shares held by him 
in the partnership. 

[Eeatino, J. Lord St Leonards did not quite agree 
with the decision of this court in that case (a).] 

Tindal, C. J. puts the right of the claimants in that 
case to vote upon this ground — "that the properties 
of which the trustees are seised in trust for the 
benefit of the shareholders, who form the co-partner- 
ship, is freehold land ; that the co-partners, by their 
committee, are in possession thereof; that the trusts 
declared by the deed are no more than agreements 
and regulations entered into between the co-partners 
for the better carrying on their joint trade by the 
means of such land and the mill erected thereon, and 
are not trusts inconsistent with an equitable seisin of 
the freehold in the co-partners/' And in the course of 
the argument, Creaawell^J., puts the test — Are they*trus- 
tees of the land itself? The rules here are merely rules 
for the management of the concern amongst the parties 
themselves, and afford no legitimate argument against 



(a) See Myers y. Perigal, 2 De (7., M, ds O, 599. 
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the appellant He had confessedly an interest in the 
land at starting, and he has never parted with that in- 
terest. It is not like the case of an ordinary joint- 
stock company. 

Eblb, C. J. I am of opinion that the decision of the 
Revising Barrister in this case was correct, and should 
be affirmed. Looking at the provisions in this deed, 
and at those of the deed in the case of Bennett 
V. Blain, it appears to me that the two deeds are 
substantially the same, and operate to produce, in sub- 
stance, the same result, viz., an interest to the share- 
holders in the profits which result from the manage- 
ment of the trustees. I take the principle laid down 
by my brother WiUiamay in Bennett v. Blain, to be 
sound law, and to be decisive of this case. He lays 
it down that, under deeds of this description, the 
shareholders have no direct interest, either legal or 
equitable, in the land, but only a right to participate 
in the profits of the concern. The circumstance of the 
deed not having been executed by the whole of the 
shareholders is not available for the purposes of the ap- 
pellant, for the 32nd rule provides that, *' if all the pro- 
prietors of shares in the Sheffield Music Hall should 
not execute these presents, the same shall nevertheless 
bind all the parties who do execute the same.'" I 
think that provision precludes the appellant from 
taking any benefit from that point. 



1865. 



Fbibxah 
y. 

Re 

SHVyFIBID 

Mnsio Hall. 



Williams, J. I concur with my Lord in thinking 
that we are bound by the case of Bennett v. Blain. The 
principle on which that decision proceeded is precisely 
applicable to the present case, viz., that the trusts on 
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FtfKMAlC 

y. 
Gazvbvou), 

Be 
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which the equitable claim in qnestioii is founded give 
the shaieholdera no direct xjf ht to znj portion of the 
receipts of the Music Hall, but onlf to a proportionate 
share of the net profits. It is upon that principle that 
a long series of cases on the Mortmain Act is based. 
I think it is impossible to distingush this caie from 
BmnM y. Elaim. 



WHLBB, J. I am entirely of the same opinion, and 
I give my judgment in the language of my brother 
WHliams in Bennett v. Bkvin — "a shareholder in a 
company of this description has no direct interest in or 
right to any specific portion of the property of the com- 
pany, but only a right to receive a share of the profits.'' 

Kjuttsq, J. I am of the same opinion. I can aee 
nothing in the deed regulating the affairs of the Shef- 
field Music Hjall, to distinguisb this case, in principle^ 
from that of Bennett v. BlaitL 



Decision affirmed without costs. 
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1865. 



SooTT, Appellant ; Durant, Kespondent. 

T'EQS appeal was set down in the list for argument in ^o e^m^^ 
Michaelmas Term last Prior to the day fixed for i»ve his case 

heard, thero 

hearing, OriffUSy on behalf of the respondent, obtained must have 
a rule calling upon the appellant to show cause why compliance 
the case should not be struck out of the list of appeals, quirementTof 
on the grounds ; that there was no notice in writing ^7^^,^ 
given by or on behalf of the appellant to the Revising ^j^^^f^*^* ^ 
Barrister in Court ; that the Revising Barrister did not P^*^ ^^ ^^' 

^ Bent, or waiyer 

state the case or his decision, or read the statement, or of them by the 

• J . • • , respondent, 

indorse, or sign it in open Court, or as required by the audi consent 

OT waiYCP 

statute 6 & 7 Vict. c. 18, s. 42 ; that the requirements must be 
of the 44th section of the statute were not complied uneqidv^iiy 
with, and no declarations were signed, and no re- ^^^^ 
spondent or appellant was appointed, as required by 
the last-mentioned section ; and that the said B. 0. 
Durant had been improperly entered as the respondent 
The affidavits upon which the rule was granted 
showed : — Mr* Durant duly objected to the names of 
Thomas Scott and six others being retained on the list 
of voters for the borough of New Windsor. At a Court 
held by adjournment on the 28th of October, 1864, 
after hearing evidence and arguments in support, and 
in opposition to the objections, the Revising Barrister 
decided against some of the objections, but held one of 
them to be fatal, and accordingly struck out the names 
of the persons objected to. After the decision, the at- 
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1866. torney for the voters verbally applied to the Revising 
' Barrister for a case. The latter stated that he would 

Soon 

y. grant a case if a question of law, could be raised, and 

said that^ if a case was taken, it must be submitted to 
Mr. Rogers (a solicitor of Reading, who had appeared 
for Durani) for revision, and that he should have an 
opportunity of raising the points which had been 
decided against him. Nothing more was done during 
the sitting of the Court or at the rising thereof, beyond 
a further verbal statement made on behalf of the per- 
sons so struck out, that they intended to take a case 
and prosecute the appeal On the 4th of November, 
between eleven and twelve o'clock in the morning, Mr. 
Long (the appellant's agent) brought to Durant a case 
which he said had been prepared and perused, but not 
finally settled by the Revising Barrister, and requested 
him to see Mr. Rogers at Reading, and obtain his ap- 
proval thereof: saying that he must have it back in the 
evening of that day by post-time. Durant accordingly 
at once proceeded to Reading, but found that Mr* 
Rogers would not be at home until the following day ; 
and on his return to Windsor in the evening, he com- 
municated to Mr. Long the result of his journey, and 
told him he could neither approve nor disapprove of 
the case, and that, as it was distinctly understood that 
Mr. Rogers was to have the case submitted to him for 
his approval on his {Duramt's) behalf before it was 
signed by the Revising Barrister, he {JDurani) could 
not take upon himself the responsibility of assenting 
to the case as drawn up, and declined to sign it On 
Saturday evening, the 5th of November^ which was the 
last day for lodging appeals under the statute, Mr. 
Long called on Durant and said he had got the Revising 
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Barrister to sign the case, and he handed to him a docu- 1865. 
ment purporting to be a copy of the case as altered, and 
settled, and signed bj the Revising Barrister, and which _ y. 
Mr. Long said he had lodged. No notice in writing of 
the desire of the parties whose names were so struck 
out to appeal, was given either by themselves or by any 
other person on their behalf to the said Revising Bar- 
rister, in Court, before the rising of the Court, on the 
same day on which the decision of the Revising Bar- 
rister striking out the said names was pronounced. 
The Revising Barrister did not state in writing the 
facts and his decision, and did not read the said state- 
ment in open Court to the appellants, and did not then 
and there sign the same. The appellant did not at 
the same make a declaration in writing under his 
hand to the effect mentioned in the 42nd section of 
the 6 & 7 VicL a IS : and the Revising Barrister did 
not then indorse upon any statement the name of the 
borough and of the parish to which the same related, or 
the Christian and surname and place of abode of the 
appellant and of the respondent^ and did not then and 
there sign and date any such indorsement; and the 
Revising Barrister did not then and there deliver any 
such statement, with any such indorsement thereon, to 
the appellant, to be by him transmitted to this Court 
as directed by the statute ; nor did he direct the cases 
of the other parties to be consolidated with this appeal. 
There was no understanding between the parties 
whose names were struck out as aforesaid or their 
agents, and Durant or his agent, that any of the for- 
malities required by the statute should be dispensed 
with. 

Sections 42nd, 43rd and 44th, of 6 & 7 Vict, c 18, 
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1865. '^^^ referred to ; and it was submitted that they were 
~ imperative and such as could not be dispensed with 



T. even by consent 

DVEAXT. 



Sawyer now showed cause. His affidavits in oppo- 
sition to the rule stated in substance that both Duranl 
and Rogers stated in open Court before the Revising 
Barrister that they would waive all objections in point 
of form, and would appear to answer the appeal with a 
view of having the decision of this Court on the ques- 
tion raised, and that they did not insist upon a notice 
in writing of the desire of the persons whose names had 
been objected to to appeal against the decision of the 
Revising Barrister, or that he ought to state the fiicts 
in writing, or that he ought to read the statement of 
facts in open Court to the said persons whose names 
had been so objected to as aforesaid, or that he ought 
then and there to sign the same, or that the persons 
whose names had been so objected to ought to make a 
declaration in writing under their hands at the end of 
such statement, or that the said Barrister ought to make 
any indorsements upon any such statement, or that the 
said Barrister should then and there sign or date any 
such indorsement, or that the said Barrister should 
then and there deliver the said statement to the appel- 
lants ; that Dwrant stated in open Court before the Re- 
vising Barrister that he would consent to appear as 
respondent to defend the appeals upon the case to be 
granted by the Revising Barrister, and that the several 
appeab might be consolidated ; that both Durant and 
Rogers stated in open Court that they would agree to 
any case which could be drawn up, so as to have the 
case fairly argued; and that, the case having been 
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afterwards sigiMd by the Barrister and sent to Durani, 1865. 
the latter declined to sign it* 



Soon 

In other respects the statemeiits in the affidorits filed y. 



on b^alf of the respondent were not controverted. 
The question turns upon the construction of three 
sections of 6 & 7 Via c. 18, which it is contended on 
the other side are imperative. He read the sections. 

It will be contended in support of the rule that these 
provisions are imperative and cannot be dispensed 
wiA ; but the appellant urges that they are directory 
merely. 

The signature of the Barrister to the case may be 
affixed at any time. 

[EiATiNa, J* In Whithorn v. Ttionuis (a)> an amend- 
ment was made in this Court] 

The provisions in ss« 42 & 43 it is submitted are 
purely directory. There are no negative words which 
in general are required to render a statute imperative : 
as in ss. 62 & 64, which latter section this Court in 
Avtey V. Tbphamfh {b\ held to be binding upon it. 
Tindaly C. J., said there, '^ If the case had stood upon 
the words of the 62nd section alone, we might, per- 
haps, have been inclined to hold that they were direc- 
tory only, and have let in the party to prosecute his 
appeal ; but then comes the 64th section, by which it is 
provided that ' no appeal or matter of appeal shall be 
entertained or heard, unless notice shall have been 
given by the appellant to the Masters of the Court, in 
the time and in the manner mentioned in the 62nd 

(a) 1 Lutw, Reg, Cos. 125 ; (5) 1 Lutw. Reg. Cos, 1; 8.0, 

S, a, 8 ScoU, N. R, 783 ; 7 7 ScoU, N. R. 402 j 5 3f. «fe (7. 1. 
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1865. section ' — words so express and positiye, that I do not 
see how we can by any possibility avoid their oper^ 
T. lion." Reliance will probably be placed upon the case of 

In re Knawles and Holden (a), to show that consent can- 
not give jurisdiction. There the parties to a plaint in 
a county court appeared before a judge, and consented 
to a reference without objecting to the want of juris- 
diction ; but one of them, during the progress of the 
reference, objected to the jurisdiction of the arbi- 
trators, on the ground that title to land cama^in 
question; but the arbitrators nevertheless proceeded 
with the reference : and the Court granted a prohibi- 
tion. There, however, there was no jurisdiction at the 
commencement ; here there was. And this was the 
ground of the decision in Andrews v. Elliott (b). If con- 
sent can give jurisdiction, there was abundant consent 
here. It will be said, that the Revising Barrister had 
no jurisdiction to do anything after the last day of 
October : sections 33, 41. But those provisions apply 
to the holding of courts, and the clauses regulating the 
' appeal come after them. • 

The Irish Registration Act, 13 & 14 Vict, c 69, 
sect 46, prescribes the time of holding registry sessions 
for 1851, between the 1st day of January and the 15th 
day of February. In Agnew v. Fowler (c), the assistant- 
barrister signed the statement of facts and the appea) 
on the 15th ot F^yruary; and it was held that he had 
no jurisdiction, and that the appeal could not be enter- 
tained. But there the mode of proceeding is very 

(a) 24 L. /., Exch. 228. (c) 1 1rieik Com, Law Rep. 462. 

(6) 5 E. ^ B. 502; in error, 
6 Id. S88. 
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different: the revifling takes place at the sessions. 1863. 
Here it is a special court ^ 

Soon 
y. 

[Williams^ J. Unless you can rely on the consent, I>iy»A«*. 
I fear yon have no case.] 

Many cases may be cited where an Act of Parlia- 
ment^ which fixes a time for the doing of an act, has 
been held to be directory only. In Freenum v. Read(a\ 
the appellant in an appeal against a highway rate, 
entered into recognizances to pay costs, as required by 
the 5 & 6 FiO. 4, c. 50, sect. 105. The appeal was 
heard at the October sessions, 1858, when the justices 
confirmed the rate. Nothing was said at those sessions 
as to costs ; but by a standing order of sessions made 
in 1 843, it was ordered that the costs of every appeal 
tried should be taxed by the Clerk of the Peace during 
the sessions, and be paid by the unsuccessful party, unless 
the jastices who tried the appeal should order to the 
contrary. 

The Clerk of the Peace certified (under the 1 1 & 1 2 
VicL c 43, &'27), that, at the trial in October, 1858, 
the justices had made no order to the contrary, and 
that the solicitors of the respective parties had agreed 
that the costs should be taxed out of Court ; that, in 
April, 1859, he attended the respondent's solicitor, 
and taxed his costs at j^33 : 7«., the appellant's solicitor 
having objected to attend the taxation ; and that the 
costs had not been paid to him, the Clerk of the 
Peace. 

The Court of Queen's Bench held, that a dis- 
tress warrant had properly issued ; that the appel- 

(a) so L. /., M. a 123. 



Soon 
▼. 
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1865. hkut^ by consenting at the trial that the costs should 
be taxed after the sessions, was precluded from 
objecting that the taxation was not made at the 
sessions ; and that the justices inight well assume, it 
being so stated in the certificate of the Clerk of the 
Peace, that the appellant had consented. That case 
proceeded in a great measure upon the authority of 
The Queen v. The Shrewdmry and Hereford Bailway, 
Company (a), where it appeared that the taxation had 
been, after the end of the sessions, by consent ; {ind 
when the order of sessions was brought up for execu- 
tion, and the party who had so consented moyed to set 
aside the order on account of such taxation after the 
end of the sessions, Lord Campbell said, ' The point is 
not now whether the sessions had jurisdiction tp make 
out the order, but whether the appellants are not pre- 
cluded by their act from taking the objection : and the 
Court holds that they are/ The same was hehl in 
The Queen v. The Justices of llampshire (b), 

[WiLLES, J. The whole subject was much discussed 
in The Queen y. The Mayor and the Asseaeors of 
Rochester (c). Eble, C. J. Where a great duty is to be 
performed within a given time, and the time has been 
allowed to elapse, the Court will interfere to prevent a 
public inconvenience. But that principle will hardly 
apply to a case like this.] 

Under the 2nd section of the 20 & 21 Vict, c 43, 
power is given to appeal against a decision of a justice, 
provided a written notice be given within three days 

(o) 25 Law Times, QH, (c) 7 E. ^ B. 910 ; in error 

(6) 32 L. J,, M. C, 46. 1 E, B. ds E, 1024. 
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after the decision, and certain conditions precedent 1865. 
obserred : the performance of these conditions has ^ 

Soon 

been held to be imperative by all the Courts. y. 

He cited Woodhouse v. Woods (a) ; Syred t. (7aru* 
titers (b) ; Chapman t. Bobinson (c) ; Peacock t. Hie 
Queen (d) ; and Morg<m v. Edwards (e). But in none 
of these cases was there any consent. 

QriffUs^ in support of the rale; The short facts are 
these : — ^At a court held on the 21 st of October, Rogers 
appeared as attorney for Durante and urged two objec- 
tions against the validity of the votes. The Revising 
Barrister took time to consider, and adjourned the 
Court to the 28th, when he gave a decision holding one 
objection to be valid, the other not. The attorney for 
the voters said he would appeal, but the Bevising Bar- 
rister doubted whether there was any question of law 
upoB which to found an appeal. At the end of the 
day, both parties being desirous of waiving all tech- 
nical objections, provided, of course, the person whose 
duty it was to prepare the case did it within a reason- 
able time, it was understood that a case should be pre- 
pared by the attorney who represented the voters, and 
submitted to Rogers for his approval before the Revis- 
ing Barrister was asked to sign it No formal adjourn- 
ment took place, and nothing was done until the 4th 
of November, when a case was forwarded to Durant 
containing only one of the points decided by the Bar- 
rister. Durant thereupon proceeded to Reading for 
the purpose of getting Rogers to insert the facts rais- 

(a) 29 JL J., Q. B. 164, {d) 4 C. A, N. 8, 264. 

(&) E. B, ^ E. 469. (e) bH.^N. 415. 

(c) \E,^E. 25. 



DUSAVT. 



278 HILARY TERM. 

1865. ing the other point. Bogera. being absent, Durant was 
obliged to return the case unaltered, the 5th being the 
y. last day for lodging appeals with the Master ; and, as 

the case, as stated, did not truly represent the decision, 
he of course declined to assent to it Under these cir- 
cumstances it cannot be contended that Dwrant gave 
any authority for the insertion of his name as respon- 
dent in the case which the Revising Barrister has so 
thought fit to sign, even if any consent could give 
jurisdiction. By section 33 of 6 & 7 Vict, c. 18, the 
revising courts can only be held between the 15th of 
September and the last day of October. Power to ad- 
journ from time to time is given by section 41 '^but 
so that no such adjourned court shall be holden after 
the last day of October in any year." The jufisdiction 
of the Revising Barrister, therefore, was at an end 
before the case, even in its imperfect state, was pre- 
sented to him for signature. The conditions annexed 
to the power to appeal by section 42 must be strictly 
complied witL They were not complied with. It 
has always been held that a statutory jurisdiction must 
be pursued strictly. If it be said that consent will give 
jurisdiction, which is denied, there has been no un- 
qualified consent here. The case of The Queen v. The 
Mayor and Aaseseors of Rochester (a) proceeded upon 
the ground of the general jurisdiction of the Court of 
Queen's Bench to control all public officers, and to pre- 
vent injury arising to the public from their neglect or 
delay. In the ordinary case, unless a notice of appeal 

has been given, the quarter sessions have no jurisdic- 
tion ; and, where a right of appeal is given, subject to 

a condition, the condition must be performed. 

(a) 1 B,^B, 910; in error, \E,B,^ M, 1024. 
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[Williams, J. That argument would hold, if there 1865. 
was the most express agreement and consent of the 
partiea] v. 



No doubt. It is conceded that the 62nd section is 
imperatiye. 

He was stopped by the Court. 

Eble, C. J. I feel bound to give judgment in favour 

of making this rule absolute, on the ground that there 
has been no completed appeal 

• - 

The rest of the Court (a) concurring^ 

Rule absolute. 

(a) WujiiAMS, WiLLES, and ExAiuro, JJ. 
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Smttb; Appellant ; Hollow ay, Respondent 1865. 

Ncf^, 20. 

A T a Court held for the reyision of the list of voters The names of 
for the parish of WhitUeaey, in the isle of JETy, peraonewere 
and county of Oambridgey on the 11th of October, Kh^nie 
1865, it was proved that notice of objection had been ^o^^ 
duly senred upon Jonathan Smith, and twenty-eight ^*^^\w. 
other persons, whose names appeared in the list of ^^^"^^. 

under 6 VieL 

voters for that parish ; but the only notice of objection e. I8,s. 7:— 

which was served upon the overseers was a notice and eient notice 

schedulei a copy of which was annexed to the case, in penon, and 

the following form :— 2dtl bJTioi, 

'* To the overseers of the parish of WhttOesey, in ^jj^^^"* 

the county of Cambridge. denommated 

'*! hereby give you notic^ that I object to the commonly 

nndentood." 
VOL. L H. P. X 
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names of the persons mentioned and described below, 
being retained in the list of voters for the county of 
Cambridge. 



1 \ 



Chrtatian and Sanome, Ac 


PlAM of aibode^ 


Katoreof 
QoaUHoatiaiL 


Stnety Laae^ tc 


Smith, Jonathan 


WhitUesey 


Copyhold 
Hoofle 

• 


nighCMue- 

w»y 



" Dated, bc^" and signed. 

The schedule, contained, besides, the names, &;c., of 
the twenty-eight Other personsi in a similar manner. 

The above was served upon the overseers in due 
time, and Oeoi^ge Moore Smith, by whom it^was signed, 
was upon the list of voters for the isle of Ely, and 
county of Cambridge, 

The Revising Barrister held that it was not such a 
notice of objection to the overseers as was required by 
the 7th sect, of the 6 Vict c. 1 8 ; but that a separate 
notice should have been given to the overseers in 
respect of each person objected to, and that he had, 
therefore, no jurisdiction to hear the several objec- 
tions. The question for the Court was, whether the 
above was a sufficient notice of objection ta the 
overseersf, according to the form zrumbered 4 in 
Schedule A. to the 6th Vict. c. 18, '< or to the like 
effect" 

If the Court should be of opinion that the notice 
was sufficient^ the namea of all the persons* contained 
in the schedule were to be struck out of the list of 
voters for tbie parish of fVhitUesey, . . ' 

If the Court should be of a^ contrary opinion, the 
names If ere to jremain in the list . 
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The appelant contended, before the Revbing Bar-* \M5. 
ri«ter:— SmfH- 

L That the notice given by him was not only in the uovAmAx^ 
form, bnt certainly *' to the effect/' of that required by 
the statute. 

& Thfit the Act was silent as to any duplicate 
being required of the notice in the form num- 
bered 4. 

. 3. That the tabular or schedule form of notice 
served by the appellant on the overseers, contained 
every infonnalaon required by. the overseers 4o enable 
them to carrjs out sect 8, and the other provisions of 
the Act I. .. • 

4k That sect. 8, requiring that the notice to be given 
by the overseers should be by '^ a list,*' supported the* 
tabular . or schedule form of notice adopted by the^ 
appeUantb ^ t 

5. Tbatjthe notice of objection. given by the appel- 
lant wastcortainly good, as to one vote ; that the law 
would not distinguish as to which vote it wasr good, 
but would.rather.treat 4he one -siguatuireaS' a construe* 
tive signing of every notice of objection. 

6. Lastly, that the acceptance by the overseers, 
through their assistantroverseer, of the schedule notice 
given by the appellant^ and their acting upon it (no 
one being"prejudiced by ii), waived any objection <m 
the groiuid of informalkgr of «ignature. - 

MarlAy for the appellant. The objection which the 
Revising Barrister has held good is, that there should 
be a separate notice to the .overseer 'in respect ofec^' 
person objeoted to* Here the case finds that duef 
notice has ,been served on. the claimants^ an^ sets out 

z2 
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1865. the form of notice of objection given to the oyeneers. 
Smith This is in terms identical with that given in the sta- 
QoLMWAT. ^^^ ^ ^^ ^ ^^> Sched. A. No. 4, except that it is 
expressed in the plural number. The overseers' duty 
is to make out a list of persons objected to, and here it 
is in a compendious and convenient form. (He was 
stopped by the Court) 

No counsel appeared for the respondent. 

Eblb, C. J. The Statute requires that notice shall 
be given, in the Form Na 4, contained in the schedule 
of the Act, '^ or to the like effect'' Objection is made 
to the notice in this case, that in its schedule it con- 
tains twenty-eight names of persons objected to instead' 
of one. Though this is said to be a novelty, I think it 
is sufficient, and is at all events within the words 
'^ the like effect" To insist on the literal compliance 
with the Statute, would be simply to require twenty- 
eight sheets of paper instead of one. Besides, if need 
were, recourse might be had to what I may call the 
healing effect of sect 101, *Hhat no misnomer, or 
inaccurate description of any person, place, or thing 
named or described in • . . any notice required 
by this Act, shall in any wise prevent or abridge the 
operation of this Act with respect to such person 
• . . provided that such person, place, or thing 
shall be so denominated in such . . . notice as to 
be* commonly understood." 

The notice may be fairly read to mean, '^ I object to 
each of the names of the persons mentioned and de-' 
scribed below, being returned in the list of voters.** 
Xbe -deciaon of the Revising Barrister must, therefor^ 
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be reversed, and the names of all tlie persons con- 
tained in the schedule to the notice must be struck 
out of the list of voters. 



1865. 



BXITR 

T. 

HOUOWIT. 



WlLLESy Btlbs, and KEATnra, J.X, concurred. 



Decision reversed. 



DoDDS^ Appellant ; Thompson, Bespondent 

nPHE case stated that, at a Court held for the 
northern division of the county of Northwnher' 
landy on the 2nd oiOctober^ 1865, for the revision of 
the list of voters for the parish oi Ahwmky in and for 
the said division, William Thompson, on the register 
of voters for the township of Morpeth^ in the said divi- 
sion duly objected to the names of Robert Dodds, jun., 
and nine others, being retained on the said Alnwick 
list of voters. 

The names, &c., of the persons objected to, stood on 
the register as follows : — 



JMUk,RobeH, 

junior 



Alnwick 



Freehold Bent isBaing 
ont of Freehold 
Dwelling Houm 



Claifport StrteL 
Robert Dodda, 
owner 



N<m. 20. 

A rent of 
tafficient 
amount, 
charged upon 
freehold laud 
by deed, not 
oontainiuff a 
power of difl- 
treflfl, is '* free 
land or tene- 
ment" within 
SiSTex. 6,e. 7; 
and although 
the remedy by 
real action is 
abolished, the 
grantee may 
distrain for it 
under 4 Qt(K % 
CL 28, a 5. 
It is, there- 
forsL a good 
Qualifieation 
for a county 
Tote, 



The other nine names, &c, we^e in like manner on 
the list These several persons claimed to be entitled 
to vote under or by virtue of certain deeds, which 
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1866. were produced and proyed before the Be vising Bai^ 



]>oftM lister. A copy of one of these deeds is as follows :— * 
T^sMOBg*. ^'This indenture, made the 22nd day of January, 
ISBl, between Rcbert Dodda the elder, oi Alrmidc^ in 
the county of Nwlhuwheria/fidy blacksmithi of the one 
part, and Robert Dodds, junior, of Alnwick^ aforesaid, 
blacksmith, and Adam Dodds, of the same place, 
grocer and tobacconist, sons of the said Robert Dodde, 
senior, of the other part, witnesseth, that in considera- 
tion of the natural love and affection which the said 
Rcbert Dodds the elder bears towards the said Robert 
Dodds the younger and Adam Dodds, he, the said 
Rcbert Dodds the elder, doth hereby give and grant 
unto the said Robert Dodds the younger, and Adam 
Dodds, their heirs and assigns, one annual sum or 
yearly rent-charge of ^4 4& of sterling money, to be 
charged and chargeable upon, and yearly issuing and 
payable out of, all those messuages, burgages, or tene- 
ments situate and being, &a To have, receive, take, 
and enjoy the said sum or annual rent charge of 
£4t 4& unto and by them the said Robert Dodds the 
younger, and Adam Dodds, their heirs and assigns for 
ever, in equal shares, as tenants in common, and to be 
paid on the 25th day oi Ja/nuary in every year, free 
and clear from all deductions whatsoever^ tlie first 
' payment to be made on the 25th day of Janwiry now 
instant. In witness, £c*, the deed was duly executed. 
All of the other deeds were to the same edfect, and 
were to' foe taken wMaJti^ mvta/ndis, as if stated as part 

of the case. '" ' 

' ' It was proved that each of the grantors named in 
the several deeds was seised in his demesne, as of fee, 
pf and in the lands and tenements in those deeds respeo* 
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tivdy dMsribedy and on wEich respectively) the annual 1865. 
sums or rent charges therein respectively mentionedi Dohm 
and therein respectively expressed to be issuing, were TbommomL 
charged; that the same annual sums or rent charges 
had been received by the several grantees, and that 
the annual value of the lands and tenements out of 
vhich the same annual sums or rent charges respec-^ 
iively were to issue, was sufficient to answer*, and to 
pay the same annual sums or rent charges respec- 
tively. 

r 

" ' It was contended, on the part of ihe objector, that 
thei^ Was na power of distress, and that, therefore, 

• r ■ 

there was no sufficient qualification. 

' On the other hahd, the claimants contended that 

thei^e defeds were quite sufficient, without any power 

of disti^ss beiiig contained in them, to confer a quali<^ 

Ccation to vote for a county, fbr thi^t the statute 4th 

'Geo. 2, c; 28, s. ff> gave the grantees a power of distress* 
■■*■ ^ ' 

The Revising Barnster decided that, without a 

power of distress the grants were respectively insuffi* 

cient to confer a qualification to vote, and that ther^ 

was no power of distress, and he therefore disallowed 

r 

Hie claims of the sBid' Robert Dodds the. younger, and 
the other nine persons, and erased their names frotii 
the list of voters. 

The sidd several parties gave notice of appeal ; and) 
inasmuch as all their claims depended, and were 
decided on the same point of law, the Revising Bar« 
rister consolidated them in one appeal. ' 

w 1 

If the Gonrt should be'of opinion that the deeds, in 
the abbeiice of an express power of distress, wer^ 
respectively sufficient to confer a qualification to vote^ 
the names of the 8<iveral claimants were to be restored, 
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1 865; <wd the register of Toters altered or corrected keccnd* 

y. 



TaoMPflov. 



Joshua W%Uiam$f Q-C.^ for the appellants. The 
objection made is, that, there being no clause of dis* 
tresSy there is no sufficient qualification. To meet 
this, reference must be made to 4 Oeo. 2, a 28, s. 5, 
which, after reciting that *^ whereas the remedy for 
recovering rents seek, rents of assize, and chief rents is 
tedious and difficult/' enacts that ** the same remedy 
\>j distress, and bj impounding and selling the same 
in cases of rents seck,^ shall exist '^ as in case of reni 
reserved upon lease.'' The language of that section is 
clear and precise, and seems purposely 'framed to 
include rents of this sort ; but if decision be^required, 
the case may be said to be concluded by Bradbury ▼. 
Wright (a), where, in an action of replevin against the 
Itssignee of a grantee of a fee farm rent, under af deed 
which contained no express clauses of distress, the 
Court said, if the pleading had relied upon the statute 
4 Oeo. 2, a 28, the distress. might have been justified 
by it. This decision proceeded on the assumption 
that, under the statute, there would be power to 
distrain* 

So in Saward v. An8teyQ>\ where the defendant 
had purchased an estate, chaiged with an annuity to 
M, 8>t and in the conveyance covenanted to pay the 
annuity, and to indemnify the vendor against any 
chaige in respect of it. Best, C. J., says, ^' These 
ftnnuities were only charges on the estate, and not 
personal charges on the owner ; until the stat 4 Oeo. 2, 
c. 28, therefore, they could not have been distrained 

(a) 2 Ihut^. 002 of foUo edition. (ft) 2 Bingh. 519. 
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&r;^tbat statute has now given a distress to the 1865. 
owners of rent seek.'' Bosne 

Again, in Buttery v. Robinson (a\ which was also a tbompmv. 
case of replevin^ defendant avowed for arrears of rent 
charge under a devise of lands to A. for life, remainder 
to B. in fee, subject to payment of £iO a year to CD. - 
during her life; The plea was, that there was no 
power of distress contained in the wilL On demurrer 
to this plea^ counsel in support of it argued '' that the 
rent was not a rent seek, in which case it might have 
been distrained for under 4 Oeo. 2, a 28, but a mere 
personal charge on the party who should be in posses* 
sion.'' The Court held that it was a direct charge 
upon the land, and the defendant in replevin had 
judgment. That case also may be said to decide the 
point 

The opinions of text writers are to the same effect. 
In 2 Blackst^ p. 43, the author agrees with the above 
doctrine, where, after describing the various sorts of 
rents, and remarking, inter aUa, ** Rent seek, reditus 
siccus, or barren rent, is in effect nothing more than 
a rent reserved by deed, but without any clause of dis- 
tress,'' he adds, '^ These are the general divisions of 
rent, but the difference between them (in respect to 
the remedy for recovering them) is now " (referring to 
the statute of Oeo. 2) '' totally abolished ; and all per- 
sons may have the like remedy by distress for rents 
seek, rents of assize, and chief rents, as in case of 
rents reserved upon lease." So, in yoL 3, p. 6, aftev 
referring to the above passage, he adds, " distress did 
not exist in rent seek until the stat 4 Cfeo. 2 extended 
the same remedy to all rents alike, and thereby in 

(a) 8 Bingh. 892. 
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1865. effect aboliahed all material distinetioa between them. 

D^^jg So that now we may lay it down as an universal princi- 
TkoMHcw. P^^ ^^^ ^ distreM may be taken for any period of rent 
in arrear." The same thing is said in S Siephj,:Couu (a) 
No authority has been found the other, way^ibut it is 
possible the Revising Barrister was misled hy a pas* 
■age in the judgment of the Lord Chief Justice of this 
Court (Cogkbush). in Weat v. JSo&sofi(6}; ^ *SBut it is 
eleariy not a rent charge^ there being no power of dia^ 
tress (c). That case, however, turned upon an entirely, 
different point, viz:, the insufficiency of the premises 
to.affbrd the j&IO a'year requisite ibr the qualification. 
Beference to Bjfthenoood and J^arman'a Precedents, and 
Other conveyancing authorities, will diow that a clause 
of distress is. not inserted in the forms of .grants of 
rent charge, as being unnecessary since the statute^ 



w'.l 



Manisiy, Q.C«, for the respondent.. The questioii 
is, whether this is ''free hind or tenement'' within 
8 Hen. 6, c 7. On the deed itsdf it seems to be a 
rent seek, and not of freehcdd ten.ement within the 
statute. Co. LiiL, 143 b. 

« « 

[Btles, J. Is this not at least a tenement ? ] 

J ' t « • 

Not within the meaning of the Act, 

[Btles, J. Was not the remedy for a rent seek at 
common law by assize ? Willbs, J. In WdA v. Jiggs (cQ, 



(a) 5th edition, p. 856. of a rent chaige before 4 Ota, S, 

(5) 8 a R^N. S. 422 ; K.db G. see Oo, LiU., sec 218. 
141. (<0 8 Man. dt Sd. 114. 

(c) This was the chaiacteristic 



, • TXTX, /VIOTOSLL' ' 291' 

hoA €RffOTd in argament .admitted that debt' vould i865. 
%oi lie at cofannoii law against the terre tenant for the Dor^tm 
iurrears of a yearty rent, bnt that recourse must be Taoiiptoii. 
had to a mrit of aarizel Stles, J» 'As debt will not 
Ue, and assiae is gone 'since the abolition of real 
actions, ' what becomes of the rent seek ? is there no 
remedy}] 

a 

PossiUy one by per^nal action on the covenant. 
Bat i<Mr the statute of 4 Oeo. % this would have been % 
mere rent seek It must be admitted the deed ia 
within that statute, but the remedy by distress is only 
eoUateraL 

WmiiaTMf Q. C, was not called on to reply, 

Eblb, C. J. I am of opinion the Revising Barrister's 
decision must be reversed. The claim is made upon a 
qualification in respect of a freehold tenement, w.^ a 
rent of more than 40«. a year charged upon, and 
issuing out of, freehold land. In the grant of the rent 
there is no provision of a remedy, or means for the 
grantee to enforce payment of it by distress ; and 
therefore, before the stat 4 Oeo. 2, I take it as clear 
that it wotild have been merely a grant of a rent seek. 
I must say that I am not convinced by the respon- 
dent's argument that, because there is no remedy now 
for the enforcement of payment of a rent seek, but the 
statute of Oeo. 2, such a rent is not ''free land or 
tenement '' within 8 Een. 6, c. 7. It appears, from a 
passage in Co. Litt, sec 233 (a), to which my Brother 

(a) See alM sec Sil* 
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1865: WtBea has drawn attention, that there was^ at the time 
DoDSB of the passing of that statute, a remedy by assize of 
Tmwmm. nouvel disseisin for rents seek in arrear, — ample proof 
that they were freehold. That form of real action, how- 
ever, being abolished with others^ and no remedy pro- 
vided in lien of it, some other must have been songht 
in a court of equity or law. Such search, however, 
after a remedy is rendered unnecessary by the statute 
4 Oeo. 2 having provided one by distress. It could 
not be argued that this grant was not within the 
meaning of that Act It is, then, a rent confessedly 
of sufficient amount, and charged on land. It is free- 
hold, and payment of it may be enforced by the sta« 
tute. It therefore possesses every requisite to make it 
a valid qualification. 

WiLLBS, J. I am of the same opinion. It appears 
to me the point reserved was deserving of great con- 
sideration. Nice questions are involved in it, espe- 
cially in connection with the abolition of some real 
actions by 3 & 4 Will 4, c. 27. I shall express no 
opinion as to whether any other proceeding can be 
had against the terre-tenant Still, it is clear a per- 
sonal action will not lie. No doubt that consideration 
was in the mind of the Revising Barrister. Though 
we may say that, ex necessitate rei, there must have 
been a remedy at law, the difficulty has been solved 
by the stat. 4 Oeo. 2, which gave the remedy by dis- 
tress. Nor can it be successfully contended, that such 
a rent does not fall within the description of a ** tene- 
ment'' For, in the definition of tenement in Co. LiU, 
6 df the word *' rents " is especially mentioned. I 
think, therefore, that the decision should be reversed. 
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BniSy J. I am of the same opinion. It is clear to 1865. 
my mind that, before the abolition of real actions, this Dodm 
rent would haye been a freehold tenement within the Thommov. 
meaning of the stat. 8 Hen. 6. But the difficulty here 
has been suggested by the consideration of what 
remedy would have existed after the abolition of real 
actions, but for the stat 4 Oea. 2. Whether there 
may have been any other remedy, either in equity or 
by mandamus, it becomes unnecessary, as my Lord 
says, to inquire, as that statute clearly applies. 

Keating^ J. I am of the same opinion. This was 
clearly a freehold tenement within 8 Hen. 6. And, if 
so, the abolition of the remedy by real action would 
not civmge the nature of the tenement Moreov^, 
the stat 4 Oeo. 2 plainly applies, so that all the requi- 
sites of nature and value are combined to make a 
qualification. 

Decision reversed. 
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4 . * 



Abo. 80. 

Farming is a 
" borinesB * 
within the 
Companies 
Act, 1862(a). 

A partner- 
ship of more 
than twenty 
persons, not 
registered, 
rented land 
and a build* 
ing, atan 
annual rate 
exceeding ten 
pounds cAdi, 
for purposes 
of profit, and 
creatinff 
boroqgn rotes. 
One of the 
number 
fimned the 
land on behalf 
of all. 

ITdd, that 
the association 
was one pro- 
hibited by the 
Companies* 
Act, and that 
its several 
members had 
no occupation 
to entitle 
them to Tote, 
either per- 
sonally by 
themselves, or 
constmctlTely 
by their 
manager, in- 
asmuch as the 
source of his 
representative 
capacity was 
theiUegal 
partner- 
ship (&). 



Habris, Appellant ; Ameby, Respondent. 

npHE case stated that at the Court held on October 
14thy 1865, before the Revising Barrister for the 



borough of 2V(ne8, Mobert Earris objected to the names 
of Amery and forty-t^eo others being retained on the 
listofvotenu 
The factis of the-case were as follows s*-^ 
In pursuance of an agreementi entered into between 
Amertf and forty-five others (one of whom s since 
dead, and two failed to appear to. answer the objec- 
tion), and one Elias Ford^ previously to Ji% 31, 1864^ 
a copy of which agreement was annexed to the^ase (a). 



(a) The following is a copy of 
the agreement referred to : — 
Memorandum of an agreement 
entered into this 27th day of 
Julff, 1864, hetween SUat Ford, 
of AbbotahenweU, in the county of 
Devon, of the one part, and 
Messrs. J(^n SndU, the younger, 
turmer [the names, &c, of forty- 
five others were here set outX uid 
others, of the other part, witnes- 
seth that the said SUm Ford, by 



(a) Bee the next caee, Narrish ▼. 
HarHt. 

(b) In this caaeu with which forty-two 
other appeals had been conaolidated, it 
appeared that Mr. Winiiatt, who had 
Men at first named as req>ODdent, had 
died sinoe the stating of the case. 

W. H. CookA, Q.C., for the appellants, 
mentioned the fact to the Ooort, stating 
that he was infonned that the vrnfaDa- 
ents intended appljing to the Court on 



way of agreement, and not of 
lease, agrees to let, and the said 
parties, of the other part, agree to 
take, as tenants at will, all those 
lands, with the building and pre- 
mises thereto belonging, situate 
in the parish of Totnea, and con- 
taining 142 acres, 8 roods, and 19 
perches, or thereabouts, as set 
!brtfi~in the iChedule annexed, on 
and from the 8lst day of /«/y, 
1864, subject to the following 



affldaTit. to aak toare to substitiite the 
name of the respondent in one of the 
other consolidated cases for that of the 
deceased. He. with the pennisslon of 
the Court, woold assent to tnat oouis. 

The Court granted pennissloo. 

JfttfiiA, Q.C., for respondents, pro- 
posed Pder F^Man aoarkfi Amerp, whoae 
name was aoooidin^lj sahstitntad, the 
Coort directing that the costs shoud be 
as if no change of name had been made. 
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die Toter andliis partnexfa did,.on JvJy 31, 1864, enter 
into poBseadon of 14£ acrea^ 8 roods, and 19 perches of 
Ijuid, upon which there was a bcdlding, for which ihe^ 
paid the rent of df 478 10s., in addition to l&e tithes, 
which amounted to ^28^ and npwards. - 



16««. 



HlltBU 

Aaofinr. 



oonditioDB. The said pariiea of 
the other part to pay a clear 
jearly rental of M1Z lOt., ▼hich 
rent shall be payable quarterly, if 
demanded. To pay all rales and 
taxes, and amonnt of tithe oom* 
mutatipn np to, the, Ist di^.of 
AprQj after the expiration of the 
holding, 6xce^ property tax. To 
keep and lef^Te t)ie gates, gate 
pillars, bars, posts, railings, and 
fiotteea generally in good tenant- 
able repair, having rough timber 
allowed them for so doing, and, to 
'detiyer np the same at the expira- 
tion of their liolding^ not to 
underlet or assign any portion of 
the said lands, irithout written 
pennissi<» firom the landlord or 
his agent, to keep and leave such 
drains which may be made, with 
all others now laid on the land% 
open and in good repair; and to 
cleanse and scour all lakes and 
wateroonzses, and in evexy year to 
carry and fetch all materials for 
repdrs, to break down and leyel 
awqr any old hedges or wastes 
required, and to keep in repair 
all new hedges, or fences to be 
erected on the lands, to cut all 
weeds on the lands before the Ist 
of June, and twice during the 
year, if required; not to stock 
the orchards with any cattle that 
will injure the trees, and keep 
them well manured, and free from 
weeds, and fully planted with 
such good young trees as shall be 
approYed of by the agent of the 



landlord. That the said lands 
shall be laboured and manured in 
all re^Mcttf agreeable to the rulit 
of good husbandly, and partici|- 
larly without prejudice to the 
generality of this clause. To 
..manure the pastnre ground onoe 
round in the first four years, if 
not mown, with 120 sdtfns of good 
.dung oc compost, or chemical ma- 
nnres to the value of not less than 
40«. an acre, original eost ; but If 
mown, then at the late of 80 
seams of dung or chemical ma* 
nures, to the value of not less 
Uian 91^* per aere, -as often as 
mown. To keep the meadows 
properly floated at the proper sei- 
80BS, and not to mow them inore 
than once for hay in each year; 
not to break up any of the mea- 
dows, or pasture land, nor any of 
the orchards, except by written 
permission from the agent of the 
landlord, with a view to manure 
and improve the 8ame» when no 
com crop shall be taken under a 
penalty of £20 per acre^ addi- 
tional rent; not to pare or prune 
any timber, trees, or saplings of 
any kind whatsoever ; not to cut 
any wood in the last year of their 
holding, nor the wood from any 
hedge, except when such hedge is 
properly made, unless it be an- 
nually cut off square on the top, 
and to cut and make all hedges 
when of seven years growth, if 
required, those against the road to 
be cut off eveiy year. On the 
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The building on the land was a solid two-storied 
stone building, 82 feet long. The lower part was nsed 
as a feeding place for bullocks, closed at the two ends 
and back, and open in front, with pillars supporting 
the upper story, which had an internal communication 
with the lower one. It was a closed building, with 
door and lock, and was used as a store for the wool 
and com produced, and the hay and com consumed on 
the estate. 

The whole business of the farm was conducted in 
this building, and the partnership had no other fSutn 
buildings belonging to them; except a few linhays <^ 
Yery trifling value, scattered about on various parts of 
the farm. The rent of the building was estimated at 
about ^6. 

The partnership was formed avowedly for the pur- 
pose of creating votes, and making a profit of the farm, 
but the votes were the principal object 

The partners appointed a manager, one of their 
number, who farmed the estate on their account ; he 
grazed stock, bought bullocks, fattened and sold them. 



due p er ftir manfle of these eondi- 
tioDB, the landlord agrees, for 
himielf. his heirs and assigns, to 
|M7 to the tenants the fisir propor- 
tion of the Tslne of any labour, 
Ume, or other manure, for which 
ttie crops allowed by these condi- 
tions hare not been taken, pro- 
Tided that the tenants shall show 
that such dreanng is not less, and 
in the manner hereinbefore stated, 
snbh proportions to be Talued and 
fixed on by referees in the usual 
way. But should the tenants not 
pay the rents^ and fulfil all the 
cgnditions before mentioned, or 



should they become bankrupt or 
insolvent during the said term, 
this agreement shall be void, and 
of no efiect, and the landlord shall 
be at liberty to enter, and take 
possesnon of the lands and pre- 
mises hereby let, and relet them 
to whom he may think proper, 
without let or hindrance from the 
said tenants. But on paying the 
said rents, and performing the 
said conditions, not otherwise, the 
said John Sndle and others shall 
quietly ei\joy and occupy the said 
premises' for the term before men- 
tioned. In witness whereof, ke. 
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bought and sold sheep, sold the wool, and kept the 1865. 



accounts^ which were regularly made up and audited. Harhib 
The funds which were necessary for carrying on the Axvrt. 
business of the partnership were raised by a loan of 
jPSOO on the security of a bond for that amount, which 
was entered into by all the partners previously to 
July 31, 1864. 

WiUiam HanUyn, one of the partners, died in 
Febmary, 1865, since which time rent has been paid 
by the partnership. 

The land was rented by the partnership of Elias 
Ford, who himself rented it of four ownera 

The partnership is not registered under " The Com- 
panies Act, 1862 ''(a). 

The Toters were objected to on three grounds : — 

First, that the building on the land was not such a 
building as could confer a qualification under sect 27 
of the Reform Act. 

Secondly, that this partnership, consisting of more 
tiian twenty members, was an illegal association under 
^ The Companies Act, 1862,^' and that consequently 
the members of that partnership could not enjoy the 
firanchise, their only claim to which was founded on 
an illegal tenancy. 

Thirdly, that the partners, being tenants at will of 
EKa8 Ford, on the death of one of their number the 
tenancy expired. 

The Revising Barrister overruled all these objec* 
tions, and directed that the names of the forty-three 
voters should continue on the register. 

If the Revising Barrister was wrong in overruling 
any one of these objections, the names of Amery, and 

(a) 25 ft 26 VkU, c 89. 
VOL. L H. P. Y 
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1 865. of ^^^ forty-two others^ were to be expunged ; and if 
Haaub ^® decision was right they were to. remain. 



V, 

Amirt. 



Cookey Q. C, for the appellant First, these parties, 
even if tenants^ which is donbtfol^ are not occu/pierSy 
nnder sect 27 of 2 WUL 4 c. 45. Secondly, this is not a 
" building " within that section. Is not this, in effect, 
an illegal combination for the firandulent creation of 
yotes ? 

[MetUsh objected that this was not a point taken 
before the revisor.] 

It is only used to illustrate the illusory nature of 
the qualification. By 25 & 26 Vict. c. 89, sect. 4, no 
company, &c, of more than ten persons shall be 
formed for banking unless registered, and ^' no com^ 
pany, association, or partnership consisting of more 
than twenty persons shall be formed ... for the 
purpose of carrying on any other business, that has for 
its object the acquisition of gain • . • unless it is 
registered*' or '* framed in pursuance of some other 
Act of Parliament, or of letters patent^' The mar- 
ginal note runs, *^ prohibition of partnerships exceed* 
ing certain number/' The case finds this to be a 
partnership. Its object is partly for profit, though 
partly for votes. The right of Englishmen to acquire 
the right to vote in manner not forbidden by the law, 
is of course conceded. This association is illegal as 
unregistered, and exceeding twenty partners in num- 
ber. If it were registered it would be a corporation, 
and its members disqualified Sects. 209 and 210 of 
the Companies Act, proyide as to compulsory regis- 
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tration of certain exceptional classes of companies, and 1865. 
these words are used^ '* nevertheless such default " to Hauld 
roister ''shall not render the company so being in de- amut. 
fault illegal/' impljing that, but for those words, it, as 
well as other companies, would be illegal in default. 

[BfLSSfJ. Do you say an indictment would lie 
i^inst those keeping such a partnership on foot? 
Ebls, C. J. The rule is, where a statute prohibits, and 
provides a penalty, an indictment will not lie ; but 
where it prohibits, and provides none, an indictment 
wilL Btlbs, J. Does the statute effect more than 
this, that they shall not have the benefit of the law ; 
or that a number of persons moxt than twenty are not 
a company ?] 

It is submitted the true construction is, that statute 
makes such a number illegal If so, they could not 
appoint a servant to occupy for them. This is a 
holding^ not an ocowpation. The distinction between 
those is pointed out in Rea v. Ditcheai (a), by littler- 
dale, J«, and in Bex v. St Ificholaa, JRochester (fr). 

[Eble, C. J. The words of the Acts in those cases 
are construed secundum aubjectam niateriem. Here no 
occupation is found or pretended, other than that of 
the manager.] 

Secondly, this is not a " building " within sect 27. 
There is no dwelling house, but in a grazing farm of 
JP500 a year annual value, there is a building worth 

(a) 9 ^. <ft a 188. (6) 6£.d:Ad. 219. 

T2 
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1865. ^6 a year. The primary object of occupation here is 
Habbu the land ; but the Legislature, and this Court in its 
Ambbt. construction, holds the building to be the primary 
object of the clause. 

[ERLEy C. J. It has never been argued, whether 
there is any point at which the proportion of value of 
the building becomes too small for the land.] 

If this stands, a penny value of building will be 
sufficient. Besides, is this ejuadem generis with 
'^ house, counting house,'' &c. It is a bam. 



MeUish, Q. C. {Kiiigdon with him) for the respond- 
ents. It cannot be objected to a vote that the occu- 
pancy exists with an improper motive. If the tenant 
occupies de facto, that is all the statute requires. No 
question of title can be entered into. It has always 
been held as to a forty shilling freeholder, that the 
only question was whether he was seised or not. It 
could be no answer that he was in by wrong, and that 
another could turn him out. Could it be inquired 
whether the occupier took the house for an immoral 
purpose, for gambling, or for receipt of stolen goods ? 
The question is really matter of fact. Do the respond- 
ents " occupy ? " 

[Btles, J. My difficulty is, there is no actual occu- 
pation, and in order to make out a constructive one, 
recourse must be had to an invalid contract] 

But the Revising Barrister finds actual occupation ; 
" in pursuance of the agreement," it is true ; but no 
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objection was taken before him as to occupation de 1865. 
/ado. Habms 

Suppose, instead of forty-five, there were two, does aiuibt. 
any one doubt they could farm, and occupy by a 
baUiff? 

But^ no doubt the other is the real question. As to 
that, the answer is that the statute was never intended 
to apply in such a case. Suppose a devise of this land 
to as many persons, might they not legally farm it for ' 
their common benefit? 

[BtIiBS, J. The statute seems to except companies 
working mines ?] 

Only those within the jurisdiction of the Stannaries. 
This is not a company for the " acquisition of gain." 
It is formed avowedly to obtain votes, an object in no 
respect illegal 

[Btles, J. Nothing is more common than for the 
owner in fee to. confer on individual sons a freehold of 
40^., in order to' make vot e 8.] 

The Revising Barrister has found occupation in 
fact. The next question was, as to whether there was 
here a " building " within sect. 27. 

[The Court intimated that they were against him on 
the point as to the statute, and it was therefore 
unnecessary to argue the second.] 

Ekle, C. J. In this case forty-three persons set up a 
claim to vote in respect of their occupation in common 
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1866. ^ tenants of land, and a building, at an annual a^;re- 

- - 

GLuLUB gate rent of j?473 IOa, besides tithe. I am of opinion 
AtfkBT. the qualification is not fully made out. I am fully 
aware of the importance, in ordinary oases, of not 
raising objections of illegality in the purpose of occupa- 
tion, to affect the qualification for Toting. That con- 
sideration, however, cannot have Weight here, for the 
question arises directly under the 25 ft 26 Viei. a 89. 
Here, in effect, forty-six persons have formed a part- 
nership, and in pursuance of its objects have taken 
land to farm. But, by sect 4 of the statute referred 
to, a partnership consisting of more than twenty per- 
sons, formed for the purpose of carrying on any other 
business " (than banking) *' that has for its object the 
acquisition of gain by the company or partnership " 
unless registered, is prohibited and ill^aL Now, I am 
clearly of opinion that ** farming '^ is a business for the 
acquisition of gain. This, then, is a partnership con- 
sisting of more than twenty, not registered, and one 
contemplated by the statute. It is illegal, therefore, 
so to take the land. Nor is it possible for the claim- 
ant to rely on the possession by their agent, when at 
the same time of proving this agency they cannot 
avoid showing that, to give them the power to appoint 
him, they have violated the statute. It is sufficient to 
give judgment against the claimants on this point, 
though I feel it right to say that, even if the number 
of partners were under twenty, many difficulties in the 
way of an individual qualification would have to be 
surmoimted. 

WiiLES, J. I am of the same opinion. It appears 
to me that the Legislature, viewing the frauds some- 



V. 
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times perpetrated in cftrrjing on the business of com- 1865. 
panieSy and the very great inconvenience of enforcing Habms 
the rights of partners by or against survivors or their 
executors, has determined that there should be no 
partnership of more than twenty members, unless it 
fulfilled the requirements of the statute. That is 
declared in wide terms, ** no company, association, or 
partnership,^ &c. The words are designedly large. 
*^ Business '' is more extensive in signification than 
" trade.'' The earlier Bankruptcy Acts did not apply 
to " farming/' because they were confined to " trades." 
It cannot be doubted that " farming " is a business, 
and it is very significant that sect. 4 of the Companies 
Act mentions banking, and contains an exception of 
certain mining companies, neither of which can be 
strictly classed as ''trades^" 

Mr. MMiah puts the case of a number of persons to 
whom, by operation of law, or without their consent, 
land might descend. They could hardly come within 
the meaning of this Act, and might, consistently with 
its provisions, farm the land* That reminds one of the 
old law» as stated in Co. Litt (a). Where one mode of 
partition between coparceners is stated to have been, - 
'^ that after partition of the lands be made, every part 
of the land by itselfe is written in a little scrowle, and 
is covered all in waxe, in manner of a little ball, so as 
none may see the scrowle, and then the balls of waxe 
are put in a hat, to bee kept in the hands of an indif- 
ferent man," and then the daughters in turn take one. 
Such a system of allotting could hardly be within, or 
forbidden by the Lottery Acts. The case of art 
unions, an instance the other way, occurs to me, when 
it was desired to distribute works of art in a similar 

(a) Section 24(f. 
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1865. manner, it became necessary expressly to legalise it I 
Ha&bib cannot here find occupation in fact It is impossiUe 
Ai^T. to do so, without taking notice that it is under, and 

the result of an illegal partnership, which cannot be 

recognised in a court of law. 

Btles, J. I am of the satne opinion. I am con- 
vinced this Act of Parliament affects with illegality 
all partnerships of more than twenty persons not regis- 
tered and formed for carrying on business for the pur- 
pose of gain, and I am also of opinion that " farming ** 
is a business within its proTisions. But it is said 
there is here a constructive occupation by every indi- 
vidual by means of one of their number, the manager. 
He alone corporally occupies. Could any but he 
maintain an action of trespass ? Could the others at 
law insist on a division of profits against him ? They 
could only seek to do so by relying upon their con- 
tract of partnership, which by the statute is illegal 
It is possible they might be sued, but only on the ground 
that they should not be allowed to escape responsi- 
bility, by reason of their own illegal proceedings. I 
come to the conclusion that they were not occupiers 
within the Act 

Eeatino, J. I also think there was no such occupa- 
tion as the Reform Act requires. I quite agree that it 
would be highly inconvenient, if questions of illegality 
of occupation could be raised before the Revising 
Barrister, as operating to disqualify. But here there 
is no occupation, unless it be made out through an 
illegal source. None other can, under the circum- 
stances, be made out, and without occupation there 
can be no vote. 

Decision reversed 
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NoBBiSH, Appellatit ; Hasbis, Respondent. 
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npHE case stated that, at the Court held on the 14th 
day of OcUbeTy 1866, before the Revising Barrister 
for the borough of Totnes, Rcbert Harris objected to 
the name of John Norriah being retained on the list of 
voters for the parish of Totnea, in the said borough. 

The name of the said John Norriah appeared as 
foUows : — 



Norrish, 
John 


JSharpham Farm^ 
AthprinffUm 


Building and 
Land 


Athprington 



The voter occupied a piece of land, at the rent of 
more than ^10 per annum, with a stone building, 
roofed, upon it The building had four walls and a 
door, which was kept locked ; the voter kept in the 
building guano and other manures, which he used for 
the purposes of the land. The building was full 



(a) See pnoeding cam, ffarrii t. which Is idectod fiwm the group of cases 
msry. for the he«l note^ M sn ezaDpfe. 

ip) See Bmrp t. Hank, pott^ p. Bll, 



1865, 
Nov. 20, and 

1866, 
Jan. 18, 81. 

Agrlealtnnl 
boildinga 
formptft of 
theoommer* 
dal cUuM (a\ 
which, wiih 
the reaiden- 
tiaiy elaas, af6 
the inbject of 

e. 45, a. 27. 

Sueh boild- 
inga muat be 
permanent, 
uaeM, and 
confer some 
real additional 
Talne, howerer 
amall, on the 
occupation of 
the land. 

A building 
onpaatore 
land, with 
three sides of 
stone, open in 
fh>nt»and 
worth about 
6$. ft year, to 
afford abode 
and shelter 
for cattle ^6) : 
ffetdfWM* 
cient 
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1865. I^ was objected that this structure was not a build- 

NonusH ing within the meaning of the 27th sect, of the Reform 

HiLm. -A^ct> 2 Wm. 4, c. 46. 

The Revising Barrister held that it was not a build- 
ing within the meaning of the said section^ and 
expunged the voter's name. 

If the Court should be of opinion that this decision 
was wrong, the name of the said John Norrish was to 
be restored to the list of voters. 

MeUiahy Q. C. {Kinigdon with him), for the appellant 
The objection is that this is not a " building \" but it 
appears to be a permanent structure used by the 
tenant, and belonging to the landlord, and not made 
for the purpose of manufacturing a vote, as was the 
case in Powell v. BorcLston (a). If, however, the 
Revising Barrister attributed to the Oourt any de- 
cided intention by that case to draw a distinction 
between trade and agriculture, in construing the words 
*' or other building,'^ it is submitted he was vrrong in 
his view, for the Court had no such intention. 

[Bylbs, J., referred to WhUmore v. Town Glerk of 
Wenh<JG{b).'] 

That case is relied on for the appellant. It was not 
cited in Powell v. Boraston, There, a cow house or 
stable was held to be within the words '^or other 
building," and Erskine, J., said, " I see nothing in the 
Act of Parliament which confines the words 'other 
building' to a building erected or occupied for the 

(a) Ante, 179; ISC-B., N. S. (b) I Lotw, 10; 5 Man, ^ Gr. 9. 

175. 
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purpose of trade ;" and Maule, J., also, ^^The Act does 1865. 
not require that the building, in order to confer the Nobbibh 
right of yoting, should be used for trade, although it Habub. 
certainly does mention those which are used for that 
purpose.^' A building used for storing, or for farming 
purposes, is just as much within the Act as land used 
for ^ commercial purposes. The Legislature could not 
intend, by the word '' house,'' any preference for com- 
mercial purposes; and a cottage, however small, 
would, beyond all doubt, suffice. Land is usually 
applied to farming or garden purposes. Suppose the 
case of a jobbing butcher, who has a stall for cattle, 
-that is a business ; but if he left off butchering, and 
took to farming, would he be thereby disqualified? 
Can it be the intention of the Act that the same 
building should give a man a qualification one year, 
and not the next? This really is a wirehouge. In 
PotosK v. Farmer (a), the building was less substantial 
than this. It was a wooden structure, with boarded 
sides, and a thatched roof; but, instead of storing 
guano, it stored potatoes. The one is, perhiq>s> fann- 
ing, while the other may be described as market gar- 
dening. Can that make the difference for registra- 
tion ? Would it be rational to infer that, because a 
farmer was not within the bankruptcy laws, and a 
market gardener was, that that was a distinction 
regarded by the Legislature in a question of voting ? 

Cooke, Q, C., for the respondent The Revising 
Barrister was right The point of the decision in 
Powell V. Boraston^ relied on, is, ''The Legislature 

(a) AnU, 172; 18 0. B., N. 8. 168. 
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1865. intended that 'building' should give the primary 

KoBBiBH qualification, and that * land ' should be a secondary 

Hajuob. resort, if the building was not worth £10 per annum. 

Here the Banister must be taken to have found the 

building worth less than ^10 per annum. 

[WiLLBS, J. But he has found there is a '' building/'] 

But not one within the meaning of the Act Until 
recently a wide construction was attached to the words 
"or other building." That view has been modified. 

MdUsh, Q. C, in reply. Can the Court say a build- 
ing used for the profitable occupation of a farm is not 
in the nature of a warehouse ? 

The several cases whose titles are above set out, 
having been reserved by the Revising Barrister from 
the same place, and involving the same pointy the 
Court desired that they should be argued at the same 
time. The same counsel appeared on each side. The 
arguments used were substantially the same as those 
already given. 



OiiiLHAM, Appellant ; Harrts, Bespondent. 

AT the same Court, Robert Harris objected to the 
name of JbAn OiUham the younger being retained, on 
the list of voters for the manor of Bridgetown^ in the 
parish of Berry Pomeroy^ in the said borough of 
Totnee, 

The voter occupied, during the electoral year, a 
piece of land, at the rent of more than £10 per 
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annum^ on which he grazed a cow, and other cattle. 1865. 
Upon it was a stone building, roofed, which he used Gillham 
for the purpose of milking his cow in, and for keeping HiLaB. 
hay. 

The building had three sides, was open in front, and 
had a loft over, which was not used, except for fowls 
to roost in ; the voter was a dairyman. 

The Revising Barrister held that it was not a build- 
ing within the meaning of the said section, and 
expunged the voter's name. 



Mason, Appellant ; Habris, Bespondent. 

AT the same Courts Robert Harris objected to the 
name of Charles Oecyrge Mason being retained on the 
list of voters for the parish of Totnes. 

The voter occupied a piece of land, at the rent of 
more than £10, on which there was a stone building, 
roofed. The building was a linhay, open to the field ; 
there was a crib in it; one side of the linhay was 
prolonged, and formed the back of a large tank, which 
contained from sixty to eighty hogsheads of water ; 
the f oof of the tank was lower than that of the linhay ; 
the water flowed from the roof of the linhay into the 
tank ; there was an internal communication between 
the linhay and the tank ; the water was used to water 
the cattle, which fed upon the land. It was drawn 
from the tank by means of a balL 

The Revising Barrister held ''that it was not a 
building, within the meaning of the said section, and 
expunged the voter's name. 
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1865. 

Adams, Appellant ; Hakris, Respondent. 

Adams AT the same Court, Robert Harris objected to the 
Habbib. names o{ Joseph Adams^ and two others, being re- 
tained on the list of voters for the parish of Totnes, 
and fourteen others being retained on the list T^f voters 
for the manor of Bridgetown, in the parish of Berry 
Pomeroy. 

The voter Adams occupied a piece of land, of the 
value of more than ^10 per annum, with a stone 
building, roofed, upon it The building had three 
walls, and was open in front ; there was a loft over 
the building, for the purpose of keeping hay ; the land 
was used for depasturing the voter's own cattle, and 
the lower part of the building was useful, as affording 
shade and shelter to the cattle. 

The Revising Barrister held that it was not a build- 
ing, within the meaning of the said section, and 
expunged the voters' names. 

In all these seventeen cases the question depended 
on the same point of law, and the appeals were con- 
solidated. 



Prout, Appellant ; Harris, Respondent. 

AT the same Court, Richard Harris objected to the 
names of James Bennett Prout, and seven others, being 
retained on the list of voters for the manor of Bridge* 
town, in the parish of Berry Pomeroy, in the said 
borough, and two others being retained on the said 
list of voters for the parish of Totnes. 
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The voter Prout occupied a piece of land, of the value 1 865. 
of more than ^10 per annum, with a stone building Pbout 
upon it, roofed. The building had three walls, and was Hab]u& 
open in fronts with a loft over, for the purpose of 
keeping hay. The land was used by the owner for 
the purpose of depasturing other people's cattle, and the 
lower part of the building was useful as affording 
shade and shelter to them. 

The Revising Barrister held that it was not a 
building within the meaning of the said section, and 
expunged the voter's name. 

In all these cases the question depended on the 
same point of law, and the appeals were consolidated. 



Bebby, Appellant ; Habbis, Respondent. 

AT the same Court, Robert Harris objected to the 
names of Jeffery Berry, and five others, being retained 
on the list of voters for the paxish of Totnes, in the 
said borough, and eleven others, on the list of voters 
for the manor of Bridgetown, in the parish of Berry 
Pomeroy, in the said borougL 

The voter Berry occupied a piece of land, at the 
rent of more than .j^lO per annum, with a building 
upon it The building had three stone walls, and a 
roof, and was open in front ; the land was used for 
grazing the voter's cattle, and the building was useful, 
as affording shade and shelter to them. 

The Revising Barrister held that it was not a 
building under the 27th section of the Reform Act, 
and expunged the voters' names. 
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1 365. In all these seyenteen cases the question depended 

BiRAT on the same point of law, and the appeals were con- 



V. 



HABBI& solidated. 



Hodges, Appellant ; Habbis, Respondent. 

AT the same Court, Robert Harris objected to the 
names of Thomas WtUiam Hodges, and three others, 
being retained on the list of voters for the manor of 
Bridgetowf^ in the parish of Berry Pomeroy. 

The voter Hodges occupied a piece of land, at the 
rent of more than ^10 per annum, with a building 
upon it, which had three stone walls, and a roof, but 
was open in front. The land was used by the voter 
for the purpose of taking in other people's cattle to 
graze, and the building was useful as affording shade 
and shelter for them. 

The Revising Barrister held that it was not a 
building within the meaning of the said 'section, and 
expunged the voters' name& 

In all these four cases the question depended on the 
same point of law, and the appeals were consolidated. 

Cur. adv. vult 

Eblb, C. J., delivered the judgment of the Court (a) 
in the first case. 

According to the statement of this case, the build- 
ing now in question was not deficient in respect of 
form and durability, and it was used for the purpose of 

(a) Eau, C. J.j WauKf, Btus, and KsAxnro» J.J. 
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keeping guana It was suggested on the argument 1866. 
that the Revising Barrister decided against the quali- iSoKusa. 
fication, because the guano was to be applied to the haaub. 
claimant's own farm, and the building was to be used 
solely for an agricultural purpose ; and that^ in thus 
deciding, he intended to follow an opinion of this 
Court, supposed to have been expressed in the case of 
PowM V. BorasUm (a). In that case we held that a 
few boards nailed to some posts, for the sole purpose 
of pretending to the Revising Barrister that it was a 
shed, did not qualify, and we dissented from the opi- 
nion expressed in the note to Watson v. CoU<m{b), 
'' That any building, however slight and unsubstantial, 
would be sufficient to qualify, provided it had a roof, 
and was capable of holding any articles.'' We drew 
attention to the words of the statute to which we and 
the Revising Barristers have to give effect, and under 
which we are bound, as much to prevent lawful votes 
from being neutralized by fictitious pretences, as to 
support the franchise where the Legislature has given 
it ; and we came to the conclusion " that the pretence 
of a shed was not a building within the residentiary 
class, or in the class connected with commercial indus- 
try to which the statute related." In this language 
we did not mean to contradistinguish commercial from 
agricultural industry, so as to exclude agriculture. 
On the contrary, in applying this statute, we consider 
that an agriculturist carries on at the same time what 
may be termed a commercial business (c), using the 
word commercial in its widest extension, and taking 
all products, of industry having value to be subjects of 

(a) Ante, p. 179. (c) See ante, p. 294, Harris y. 

(6) 2 Luiw. Beg. Ca$. 58. Amery. 

VOL. L H. P. Z 
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1865. commerce, and tHat a building really lued, or intended 
lioBUBH to be really used, for the purpose of keeping such pro- 
ducts may qualify, whether they are intended for 
home consumption or for exchange. See WhUmore t. 
The Totvn Clerk of WenUxk (a). Then, as the building 
now in question appears to have been really used for 
warehousing guano, we are of opinion that it was 
sufficient to qualify, as far as its use was concerned, 
and the decision to the contrary is reversed. 

With respect to the other cases from the borough of 
Totnea, we are unable, without further information, to 
come to a decision. We therefore send them back to 
the Revising Barrister, and would thank him to 
answer the following question at his earliest con- 
venience. ''Is the land with the building of more 
real value to let, than it would be without the build- 
ing?'' In answering this question, all notions of 
value for a vote are to be excluded. The descriptions 
of the buildings are not the same in each of these 
cases, and the Revising Barrister may adapt his 
answer accordingly, if he thinks there is any substan- 
tial difiEerence between them in respect of value. 

The cases having accordingly been sent back to the 
Revising Barrister for amendment, he returned them 
with the following additions : — 

OHlhanCa case. '' The building was worth about 10& 
a year to the tenant" 

Mason's case. '' The linhay was worth to the tenant 
about 5& a year. The value of the tank was not 
proved, but it was worth something." 

(a) 1 IaOw. Rfg. Ooi. 10, 6M.4tO. 9. 
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In each of the other cases, ** The building was worth 186S. 
about 5& a jear to the tenant Golhax 

Cur. adv. vult WAWmm 

EBATnra, J., delivered the following judgment of the 
Court:— 

In the remaining registration cases from the bo* 
rough of Totnea, we have had considerable difficulty in 
arriving at a satisfactory decision. The statute d^ 
scribing the qualification for a vote for a borough, 
according to our construction, requires, amongst other 
things, that there should be a building having some 
permanence, some utility, and some real value, but 
does not define either the form or materials essential 
for permanence, or the kind of utility intended ; nor 
does it speciiy the proportion which the value of the 
building should bear to the value of the land, when 
the amount of ^10 is made up partly by building, and 
partly by land. Looking to the statements in the 
several cases, and the return of the Revising Barrister 
to the question put to him, it appears that the build- 
ings in question are of a permanent nature, that they 
are useful for the occupation of the land on which 
they are placed^ and bona fide add to its real annual 
value to let, though in a small degree. If, under these 
circumstances, we held they were insufficient, it seems 
to us that we should be defining what the Legislature 
has left indefinite, and should be doing an act of legis- 
lation when the powers intrusted to us authorize 
interpretation only. We feel ourselves, therefore, con- 
strained to hold that the qualification in each case was 
sufficient, and that, consequently, the decision of the 
Bevising Barrister must be reversed. We think it 

z2 
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1865. right, however, to add, in justice to him, that the con- 
QiLLHAx sideration of this question has caused much discussion 
Bamjob, amongst us, and that the opinion of more than one 
member of the Court has undergone a change upon the 
true construction of the statute. In pronouncing thb 
decision, we do not intend to interfere with the discre-^ 
tion of the Revising Barrister in deciding whether a 
building, by means of which it is sought to qualify, 
fulfils the requisites which we think the statute 
requires, namely, permanence, utility, and contri* 
bution to the beneficial occupation of the land, thereby 
increasing the real annual value to let ; nor do we 
mean to lay down as a rule that all buildings of the 
present value, as returned by the Revising Barrister, 
necessarily give a qualification, unless that value be 
bona fide combined with permanence and utility, and 
thereby add to the real annual value of the whole. 

Decisions reversed. 
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Smith, Appellant ; James, Bespondent. 

T^HE case stated that, at a Court held at Hammer- 
smith, on the 12th day of October, 1865, before the 
Beyising Barrister for the county of Middlesex, the 
name of James Buckingham Bevington was expunged 
from the list of voters, for the parish ot FuQiam. The 
name of the said James Buckingham Bevington stood 
as follows upon the copy of the register : — 



8949 



Stwngtonkf 
vngham 



Wandtworik 
Common 



Freehold Share 
in Pidham 
Bridge 



On and abut- 
ting the 
ThaiMi 



James Buckingham Bevington was not objected to, 
but the Revising Barrister expunged his name from 
the list of voters, on the ground that his qualification, 
as stated in the list, was insufficient in law to entitle 
him to vote, according to the decision previously 
given, of the Court of Common Pleas, in the case of 
Tepper v. Nichols (a), on an appeal from a decision of 
the Revising Barrister for the eastern division of the 
county of Surrey, the Court having in that case 
decided that the shareholders in the Fulham and Putr 
ney Bridge have no qualification, and are not entitled 
to vote in respect of their shares therein. It was 
admitted that there was no distinction between that 



Nov. 21. 

ABeyiaing 
Barrister^ 
no power to 
expunge a 
voter's name 
where the 
register dis- 
closes on its 
face a good 
qualification, 
and no objec- 
tion has been 
made to the 
voter. 

Accord- 
ingly, where 
the qualifica- 
tion of a voter 
to whom no 
objection was 
made, was 
stated to be 
" freehold 
share in 
Fulham 
Bridge;* the 
vote was 
retained, 
althou|^h the 
Court m 
Tepper r. 
NididU, aiUe, 

S. 202, had 
ecided such a 
share was not 
a freehold, 
and conferred 
no vote. 



((a) Ante, p. 202. 
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1865. ci^M Ai^d t^o present^ bat it was contended on the part 
Smith of the said James Buckingham Betnngton that, as no 
objection had been made, by any party, to his name 
being retained on the register, either on the ground of 
the decision in Tepper v. NicholSf or on any other 
ground ; and as his qualification, as stated in the list 
of YOters, was in form and substance, independently of 
that decision, sufficient in law to entitle him to vote, 
the Revising Barrister had no power to expunge his 
name, but must treat his qualification as good on the 
face of the register, until proved or shown to be insuffi- 
cient, by the decision in Tq^per v. Nichols being for* 
mally brought before him, by means of an objection to 
the vote, without which he could take no judicial 
notice of such decision. 

The Revising Barrister held that the qualification of 
thd said James Buckingham Betnngton, as stated in the 
list revised, was in form and in substance the same as 
that which, in the case of Tepper v. Nichols, had been 
decided to be insufficient in law to entitle the claim- 
ants therein mentioned to vote in respect of such 
qualification, and that he was bound in accordance 
with that decision, whether it was or not made the 
ground of a formal objection to the name of the said 
James Buckingham Bevington being retained on the 
register, to expunge his name. 

If the Court should be of opinion that this decision 
was wrong, the name of the said James Buckingham 
Bevington was to be inserted in the said list, of voters 
for the parish of FuOiam, but otherwise should remain 
expunged. On the same ground the Revising Bar- 
rister expunged from the same list the names of 
twenty-eight other voters, and ordered their appeals to 
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be consolidated with that of the said Jamn Budtinjh 1865. 
ham BevingUm. 

Hayes, Seijt, for the appellant There was no 
jurisdiction without notice of objection. The Revising 
Barrister says '4t was admitted, &a/' but no one 
was present who could admit There would be no 
power to expunge without notice given. Of course, if 
the statement of the qualification was imperfect, as 
^^ house,'' without saying '^freehold,'' he would have 
jurisdiction to strike it out But here it is, as stated, 
sufficient, and the Revising Barrister takes it upon 
himself to deny the allegation. He jsays it is not a 
freehold. The case of Tq)per v. Nichols decided as to 
the county of 8wrrey, this is as to Middlesex, It 
amounts to this, that by reason of a decision that 
Tepper had not a qualification for Surrey in 1864, 
therefore Smith has not one for Middksea in 1865. 
He was then stopped by the Court 

Le Breton for the respondents. By sect 40 of 
6 VicL c. 18, the Revising Barrister's duty is thus 
defined : he " shall expunge the name of every person 
whose qualification, as stated, shall be insufficient in 
law,'' &C. The case finds that it was admitted the 
qualification was identical with that declared bad in 
Tepper v. Nichols, The Revising Barrister, therefore^ 
was bound to expunge the name. 

Erle, C. J. The qualification, as stated in the list, 
is good on its face ; and, although it may be true that 
the voter could not have had what the list states him 
to possess, m., 2L freehold interest in the bridge, yet the 
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J866. 



Smith 

T. 

Jaiob. 



Revising Barrister cannot enter into that, except the 
vote was duly objected to in the manner required by 
the Act of Parliament. 



/iov, 21. 

A notice of 
objection to a 
Tote is not 
inyalid, if it 
bear a date 
within the 
time for 
making sach 
objectionBy 
alwongh such 
date be not 
theactnal 
time of the 
objector's 
signature. 

Parkinmm 
y. Bropkv (a) 
remarked on. 



WiLLES, Btlbs, and Kbatino, JJ., concurred. 



Decision reversed. 



JoiNES, Appellant ; Jones, Bespondent. 

T^HE case stated that, at a Court held on the 28th 
day of October^ 1865, at Tanybwlch, for the revi- 
sion of the list of voters for the parishes of Fediniog 
Trcvwsfynydd Llanfihangd y Traethan Llanjroihen and 
Llandecwyn, in the county of Mertoneth, John Janes 
objected to the name of Richard Jones being retained 
on the list of voters for the county of Merioneth. 

The name of Richard Jones appeared in the list of 
voters, thus : — 



Jona, 
Richard 


« 
Bodyfydda 
Traiptfynydd 


House and Land 
as Occupier 


Bod^dda 



The notice of objection to the said Richard Jones 
was dated on the 18th day of August, 1865, but the 
notice to the overseers was dated on the 12th day of 
August^ 1865. It was proved that both notices were 



(a) 16 Irish (7. L. Btp. US. 
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signed by the objector on the 18th day of August, 1865. 
1865, and that they were duly served* Jona 

It was contended, on the part of the said Richard jom. 
Jones, that the notice to the overseers was inyalid, 
because it contained a date different from that on 
which it was signed, and that the notice ought to have 
been dated the day on which it was signed. 

It was contended, on the part of the objector, that 
the notice was sufficient This was the only question 
raised, and the Revising Barrister held that the notice- 
of objection was bad, and retained the vote for that 
reason. At the same Conrt, the said John Jones 
objected to the names of several other persons, whose 
names and qualifications were set forth in a schedule 
hereto, being retained in the several lists, respectively 
mentioned in the said schedule, of persons entitled' to 
vote in the election of a member for the county of 
Merionethm 

In all the cases the notices to the parties objected 
to, and to the overseers, were dated respectively on the 
same days as the notices in the case of the said Richard 
Jones. 

The Revising Barrister decided that the notices in 
all the cases were bad. The validity of the notices of 
objection in all the cases hereinbefore mentioned 
depended upon the same point of law» and the appeals 
were consolidated. 

If the Court should be of opinion that this decision 
was wrong, and that the notices were valid, then the 
names of Richard Jones, and of the several other per- 
sons similarly objected to, were to be expunged from 
the respective lists. 



T. 
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1865. 8<merad for the appellant The notice ^ich an 

Jons ^ objector has to give to the overseer is required by 
6 VioL c. 18, & 7, to be according to the form (No. 4) 
in schedule A. to that Act, '^or to the like effect/ 
Substantial, as distinguished from literal, compliance 
satisfies the intention of the statute. It is true the 
Court has decided that the date of the year is a neces- 
sary part of the notice, Beenlmi ▼. Hockin (a) ; but that 
was on the ground of preventing mistake in confound* 
ing a notice served one year with that of another. 
The decisions that the place of abode of the objector 
must be stated, are founded on the reason that the 
voter is entitled to know where to find the objector, 
and get his costs from him in case of necessity. 
Knowtes v. Brooking (6), Mdbourne v. Greenfield (c). 

Reliance will doubtless be placed by the respondent 
on the case of Parkinson v. Brophy ((2), decided on the 
Irish Reform Act (e), which is identical in words with 
the English Act as to this matter. The judgment of 
the majority of the Court there is, that the true day on 
which the notice was signed must be inserted as the 
date of the notice ; but Hayes, J., who dissented, drew 
the distinction which, it is submitted, is well founded, 
that a mistake in the day is of no moment, and would 
cause no such inconvenience as the omission of the 
year or place of abode of the objector. Here no error 
or misconception can possibly have arisen. Besides, 
there is a power of amendment Here there is evi- 
dence of the day of signature, in the Irish case there 



(a) 1 Lutw. 526, i O. B. 19. (</) 15 Irish a L, Itep. 84S. 

(6) 1 Lutw, 461, 2 a B. 226. («) 13 A 14 Vict, c. 69. 

(c) Kea. A Or. 261, 7 C. B., 
N. 8, 1. 
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was none. He referred to Cuming ▼• Toms (a), and 1866. 



Bishop y. Htl/ps (b). jons 

T. 

Jonfl. 
Morgan Lhyd for the respondent. The date is an 
essential part of the form given in the schedule ; and 
if so, what other meaning can it have than the time of 
signing the notice ? The objector does not necessarily 
serre the notice, and signing is the only act he must 
perform. All else may be done by a clerk. 

[Bylbs, J. Where does the Act say the date is to be 
the day of signature ?] 

It does not say so expressly, but it is submitted in 
terms, especially if the definition of WUdCy C. J., of the 
word " dated " in Beenlen v. Hockin (c) be correct 

[WnLBS, J. The apparent date of an instrument is 
often not the real date, as of a fiat in bankruptcy. . 
Eble^ C. J. Or of an escrow, or a deed which operates 
from delivery.] 

The date of a deed is not material, it may have 
none, or an impossible one. Parkinson v. Brophy is 
expressly in point The words of the Irish Act are 
precisely the same, and the reasons given by the 
majority of the judges are conclusive. All the English 
cases were considered in their judgment This is not 
the case of a mere mistake, curable by sect. 101, for 
here the objector intended to do that which he has 

(a) 1 IaUw. 153. (c) UU iupra, 

iff) 1 LtOw. 358. 
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1 865. done, MeBwume y. Oreenfidd (a). The objector mi^t 
jom elate his notice from one house on the 12th, change 
JoiiB. ^ residence, and sign it on the 18tL 

Somerset replied. 

Erlb, C. J. I am of opinion that the decision of the 
Revising Barrister should be reversed. The statute 
6 Vict c. 18, gives two forms of notices of objection, 
one of which is to be delivered to the overseers, the 
other to the person to whose vote the objection is 
made, sched. A., nos. 4 and 6. In the present case the 
objector signed both notices on August 18th, that is, 
he applied the operating ink to two sheets of paper ; 
but the date filled in to the notice delivered to the 
overseers vtsls August 12th, and that to the person 
objected to was August 18th. The objection is taken 
to the former notice that it was void, because, being 
signed .on the 18th, and dated on the 12th, it does not 
bear on its face the true and exact date of the signa* 
• ture, which, it is argued, the statute clearly requires. 
I do not read the statute as clearly requiring it It 
does require the notice to be given, and to have a 
date, which must include the day, month, year, and 
the place where ; but it appears to me that if the date 
be that of any of the days on which the objector is 
entitled to make the objection, and which are allowed 
for that purpose, the notice is valid as to date, 
although the signature may have been written on 
some other day than that specified. 

We must give a reasonable construction to the Act, 

(a) K. & Q. 261. 
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and I cannot see any materiality to the interests of 1866. 
any human being, whether the day at the foot be cor« Johis 
rect or not, provided the notice is dated and delivered joxW 
within the time according to law. A man may well 
pause between the conception and completion of his 
design. He may perfect his notice in all but signa^ 
tufe. He may pause before incurring expenses, and 
after dating it may keep it in his pockety and then, 
when his mind is made up, may sign " John Jonea^^ as 
here. It cannot be of the smallest consequence to any 
one whether he leave it written the i2th, or alter it to 
18th before delivering it. The Legislature has uni- 
formly a sensible purpose in its enactments, and we 
endeavour to get as near as possible to effectuating its 
intention. Therefore w« held that the objector's place 
of abode was essential to be stated, and also the year, 
as inconvenience might arise to the voter objected to 
by their omission. 

We have been pressed with the decision of the Irish 
Court in the case, of ParHnson v. Brophy. There is 
no judicial body for whom I have greater respect than 
the Irish judges ; but I do not see the Act so clearly 
requires the exact date of the signature to be filled in, 
as the majority of the Irish court thought I agree 
with Hayes, J., that the purpose of the Act must 
govern our construction, and that this case is distin- 
guishable from those cited, by the cpnsideration that it 
is of no real importance to any one whether the actual 
time of signature corresponds with that borne on the 
face of the notice or not, and consequently that it is 
not essential it should do so. 

WiLLBS, J. I am of the same opinion, but after 
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1865. entertaining considerable doubt, owing to the auiho* 

JoMM rity of the case in Ireland. The words ^' to the like 

Jonn effect ^ in eect. 7, and the section for curing errors of 

Tarious kinds, all show that it is the substance, and 

not the identical literal form which the L^islature 

intended to secure. 

There is a slight irariatioii in the enactment in the 
section, ^ dated Ihe daj,** and in the form No. 6, 
'' dated this day,'' which points to the same conclu- 
sion. The notice, however, must contain all that the 
form given in the Act requires, to give it effect Date 
includes both time and place. Generally speaking, in 
point of time, it may mean either the time of comple- 
tion of a document, or the time when it begins to ope- 
rate. In the case of a fiat in bankruptcy, Uie latter 
has been held to be its meaning, PewtreM v. Annctn (a). 

That meaning can hardly apply here, as the means 
of filling in the date are not usually at hand when the 
notice is delivered. Does it, then, mean the time of 
affixing the signature to the notice ? If so, this result 
foUows, that if the objector signed both the notices on 
the 12th, and dated them as of that day, and kept 
Aem in his pocket till the 18th, and then delivered 
them, they would be good ; but if he put them into 
his pocket so dated, but unsigned, and filled in his 
signature at any tune before he delivered it, it would 
be invalid, though it would be exactly the same in 
appearance and effect I can see no reason to con- 
strue the Act so as to lead to this strange conclusion. 

Some other meaning must, therefore, be sought for 
the word date, and I agree with the Lord Chief Justice 
that if the notice bears a date within the limits within 

(a) Dowl. 828. 
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which such a notice may lawfully be given, and is 1865. 
signed by a properly qualified objector, it fulfils all the joms 
jrequirements of the Act ; and I think this construe- ^^nm. 
tion is consistent both with the words and intention of 
the Legislature I must own I have had much diffi- 
cult in arriving at this conclusion. 

Btlbs, J. I am of the same opinion. This case 
raises a question of great importance, because the 
decision will extend to and imperil claims to vote, as 
well as notices of objection, the forms of both being 
similar. The distinction is to be drawn between what 
the Act does, and what it does not require. It does 
require a date, and the date does not necessarily, or 
«Yen usually, mean the time of signature, but the 
period when a document is delivered, so as to become 
efiectual, as in the case of a deed, which is a formal 
instrument. Why the same reasoning should not pre- 
vail here, I cannot see. 

It is consistent with the definition in Webster^a 
Dictionary. Therefore the Act may be taken as saying, 
dated such a day means ^'perfected'' such a day, and 
thus be ponstrued according to popular understanding, 
as well as etymology. 

If that be so, then the true date is the time of deli- 
very of the notice; and, as the objector meant to 
insert the true date, and really inserted another, it 
appears to me that, if necessary, recourse may be had 
to sect 101, which clearly extends to, and cures the 
error. 

I think the notice here is not invalidated by the 
erroneous date. 
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1865. EsATiKa, J. I am of the same opinioiL The only 

JoHw objection taken to this notice is that, though dated on 
JovuL the 12th, it was not signed until the 18th. But for 
the case in the Irish court, I should have thought this 
very clear ; and, although that is not binding on us as 
an authority, yet it is entitled to the greatest respect 
But the judgment of the majority of the judges pro- 
ceeded on the ground that a decision of this Court, 
haying decided that the place of abode must be accu- 
rately stated, by analogy the statement of time must 
be equally strict Mr. Justice Hayes contested that, 
and on consideration I think he was right Neither 
here nor there was it pretended in argument that the 
interests of any body could be affected by the absence 
of particularity, or accuracy as to the actual date, pro- 
vided it in fact bore a date, and was served within the 
time appointed by law. 

Decision reversed. 
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Gainsfokd, AppeUant; Freeman, Bespondent 

^EE case stated titat, at a Court held on the 3fd day 
of October, 1865, at Dcbcross, in the southern 
division of the west riding of the county of Tark, 
before the Revising Barrister for the said riding, 
Thomas Hadfidd duly objected to John Cfhadunck 
Jackson, who claimed to have his name inserted in 
the list (then under revision) of voters for the town- 
flbip of SacUUetuorth, in and for the said division. The 
name stood on the list of claimants for the said town- 
ship, as follows : — 



Jciekaon, 
JokndSM' 
Mnck 



. 



20, Albert 
StreA, 
Mumpi, 
Oldban^ 



I 



One^dzth share 
of fourteen 
Leasehold 
CottageSyheld 
for a term of 
99d years 



New Jtoad, County 
End, Saddle- 
worthy uk the o^ 
capadon of Mar- 
geSret JHggletAd 
others 



Nw. 21. 

Theeet^t gue 
trust for life 
of an un- 
diYided one- 
sizth share of 
houses and 
land, for the 
residue of a 
tenn of 999 
years, with a 
gift oTer to 
his children, 
is not the 
equitable 
aaaigneeof the 
resianeof the 
term, nor 
entitled to a 
county Tote 
under the 
Beform Act^ 
s. 20, and the 
6 VieL c. 18, 
B.74. 



The fievifiing Barrister found, as a fact, thai John 
JacksQUf the father of the claimaivt, by his will, gave, 
devised, bjdA bequeathed, unto trustees, their heirs, 
ftzecutors, administrators, and assigns, all his real and 
personal estate upon trust, to pay the rents and 
annual produce thereof to his wife (who, as well as the 
testator, died previous to the 31st of Jultf, 18€4) for 
her life ; and from aifi after his decease, then as to 
one undivided sixth share of his said trust estate^ 

VOL. L H. p. A A 
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1865. upon trust to pay the rents and annual produce 
OADiBfOBD thereof unto his son John ChadwuJs (the claimant), 
FinicAv, during his life, and from and after the death of his 
said son, then as to the said one-sixth share of his said 
trust estate, upon trust for all and every the children 
or child of his said son, liying at the testator's decease, 
or bom afterwards, who should attain the age of 
twenty-one years, or who, dying under that age, 
should leave issue living at his or her decease, to be 
divided amongst such children, if more than one, in 
equal shares as tenants in common, and their, his, or 
her heirs, executors, administrators, and assigns respect 
tively. The Revising Barrister also found that the 
said testator was possessed, for a term of 999 years, of 
the said leasehold cottages ; and that it was in respect 
of one-sixth share of the same, so devised as aforesaid 
by the said will, that the claimant John Chadwiok 
Jackson claimed to vote. And the Revising Barrister 
further found that the annual income of the said sixth 
share amounted to more than £\0 a year. 

The points taken on behalf of the claimant were, 
that the gift of the rent and produce of the one-sixth 
share of the leasehold cottages for the life of the 
claimant was equivalent to a gift of the whole term to 
him, if he should so long Uve ; and as in contemplation 
of law the life might last longer than the term, that 
the claimant was a cestui que trust of the term of 999 
years, an equitable leaseholder or equitable assignee of 
a lease, within the meaning of the 20th section of the 
2 Wm. 4, c. 45, and being in receipt of the clear yearly 
sum of ^10, over and above all rents and charges pay- 
able out of or in respect of the same, he was entitled 
to a vote. And on the part of the objector, that the 
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testator, being only possessed of a term of years, could 1865. 
not give a greater estate in the premises than that Gaissfobi) 
"which he possessed, and that the claimant was not, in Fbbkxah. 
the language of section 20 of the Reform Act, entitled, 
either as lessee or assignee, to the one-sixth for the 
unexpired residue of a term originally created for a 
period of not less than sixty years, but only for such a 
portion of the term as his own life might endure. 

The Revising Barrister allowed the vote, subject to 
this case. If the Court should be of opinion that, 
under the above circumstances, the claimant was qua* 
liGed, the register was to remain unaltered ; but if the 
Court should be of opinion that the claimant was not 
qualified, the register was to be amended by striking 
out the name of the claimant therefrom. 

Bowen for the appellant The question is, whether 
the claimant is assignee of the unexpired term, within 
the true meaning of sect 20 of the Reform Act 

He had not all the testator's interest, for the gift is 
only if he so long live ; nor can he, for the like reason, 
assign all that the testator could have assigned. It is 
only there has been no division ; and, though the trus- 
tees have a legal right over all the leasehold, the claim- 
ant's rights extend to but one of the six undivided 
6hare& He has no exclusive right over any part of 
the property. 

Manisty^ Q. C, for the respondent Suppose the 
claimant to have the legal interest, the gift over to his 
issue is by way of executory devise. MatOiew Manr 
ning'a Case (a), Lampet'^ Case {b). The statute 6 Vict. 

(a) 8 J2^. 94 b. (6) 10 iZep. 46 b. 



T. 
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1865« e. 18, a 74, gives to the equitable owner the cnme 
Qimfou right to vote, as if he possessed the legal interest 
Farther, as the trustees cannot vote^ having no bene- 
ficial interest, the oestuii que tmst may, hj virtue of 
the provisions of the same section. 

Bowen replied. 

Erlb, C. J. I am of opinion that this decision 
should be reversed. The testator, being entitled to a 
term of years, originally created for more than sixty 
years, vested that term, by his will, in trustees, in 
trust as to one^sixth part thereof, for the claimant for 
life It has been argued before us that this, being less 
than an estate for life^ the residue of the whole term 
was vested in the claimant. By an artificial construc- 
tion of law this may be so ; but I think resort cannot 
be had to such a fiction. The interest determines 
with his life, and the residue goes over in the terms of 
the wilL He cannot claim under 2 WHL 4, c 45, 
a 20, because he could in no sense call upon the 
trustee to assign to him. Then, if he resorts to 6 VicL 
0. 18, a 74, he must claim subject to the equitable 
rights and liabilities, and manifestly he is not entitled 
to the residue of the term, but only to a part of it 
conterminous with his own life. 

WiLLES, J. I am of the same opinion. Unless the 
words of sect. 74 be read, *' That that cestui que trust, 
' who is in actual possession, shall be entitled to vote^" 
I do not see how it can be said a cestui que trust is 
entitled to vote, who is not possessed of an estate 
which, if legal instead of equitable, would confer the 



XXIZ. YIOTOBIiu S3d 

franchise. As this claimant's interest is defeated by 1866. 

his death, he has not the entire beneficial interest Oumrovf 

Otherwise each cestui que trust of an interest, however Fuddcav. 
small^ would haye the right to votOi 

Btles, J. As I read the two statutes, 2 WiU^ 4, 
c. 45, s. 20, and 6 Vict, c 18, & 74, it seems that a 
person who has the beneficial interest in property 
which, if the interest were legal, would give him a 
Tote, should not be deprived of it, by reason of his not 
possessing the legal estate He is not the assignee of 
the unexpired residue of a term, within the words or 
meaning of the Act 
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THIRTIETH YEAR OF O.UBBN VICTORIA 



Baklow, Appellant ; Mtbtpord, Respondent. ^^^S- 



I^ov. 17. 

THIS was an appeal from the decision of the The number 
, , , , ^^ *"C house 

Revising; Barrister for the borough of Oarnbridge, the subject of 

claim, situate 

The case stated as follows : — in a street, 

The respondent's name having been omitted by the omitted from 
overseers of the parish of ^. Andrew the Great, from jye^S^thatthe 
the list of voters for that parish, he sent in a claim to ^^g^^ 
vote, as follows : — ™|g^_^ ^y ^ 

' 6 Vta. c. 18, 

B. 40, on evi- 
dence of the 
number being 
supplied to 
his satisfac- 
tion, insert it 
in the list; but 
ought not, if 
the notice was 



Afurr^ord, John 


My Place 


House 


Ely Place 



puposely illosoiy, or misleading. 
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1866. and his name was inserted in the list of clwmants 
Baslow accordingly. 

MuMJOBD. First) his name was objected to by the appellant, on 
the ground that his house had a number, and that the 
number was omitted in the 4th column. 

Secondly, it was proved that all the houses in the 
street mentioned in the 4th column were numbered, 
and the respondent's house was numbered 16. 

Thirdly, the respondent applied to have his claim 
amended by the insertion of the number of the house 
in the 4th column. 

Fourthly, the appellant contended that the Revising 
Barrister had no power to make the amendment, and 
that the claim was defective, and must be disallowed. 

Fifthly, the Revising Barrister decided that he had 
power to amend the claim under the 40th sect, of the 
6 Vict. c. 18, inasmuch as, in his judgment, the quali- 
fication, in the absence of the number of the house, 
was insufficient for the purpose of being identified, and 
he amended the claim by inserting the number in the 
4th column. And the respondent having proved to the ' 
satisfaction of the Revising Barrister that be had given 
due notice of his claim to be inserted in the list of 
voters, and that he had been entitled on the last day 
of July, 1866, to have his name inserted therein in 
respect of the qualification described in such notice of 
claim, the Revising Barrister inserted his name in the 
list in the form of the notice of claim, with the addi- 
tion of the number of the house in the 4th column. 

The question for the opinion of the Court was, 
whether the Revising Barrister had power to amend 
the claim, and to insert the respondent's name in the 
list of voters in respect of the amended qualification. 
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Twenty-two other claims were decided upon the 1866. 
same points of law^ and having been appealed against^ bablow 
were consolidated with this case. Miiiow). 

Day for the appellant (a). 

On reference to the forms in schedule B. of 6 Vict. 
c. 18y No. 6 and Na 8, will be found these words of 
direction as to the fourth column '' and number of the 
house (if any)/' This information being specially 
required by the forms, had the Revising Barrister 
power under sect 40 to supply what was wanting? 
The case of Flounders appellant, and Dormer re- 
spondent (6), seems to conclude the question by reason 
of the observations of Eble, J. '^ It is clear the Re- 
vising Barrister had a right to expunge the name from 
the list of claimants, if he thought the description 
insufficient, and if the number of the first house were 
not supplied to his satisfaction. But if the number 
were so supplied, then he had the power to insert that 
number, and it was his duty to do so.'' 

[Erle, C. J. If you refer to the judgments of Tindal, 
C. J., and Oresswell, J., you will find the same idea 
expressed. The first says, " We ought therefore to see 
that the Revising Barrister has been satisfied by evi- 
dence what the number of the first house was,'' &c. ; 
and the second says, '' Then again, it does not appear 

(a) Codoirdly for the respond- Court to reaerre to him hia right 
enty took a preliminaiy objectloiit to take the point, when the case 
that the BeTising Baorister had he objected to came on, if it 
not named any one as respondent should be necessary. As the re- 
in the consolidated appeal, though suit was in his favour, the point 
be had in this, the case of Barlow iras not again alladed to. 
and Mwmford. He asked the (6) 1 Lutw, 365 \2C.B, 68. 

BB 2 
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1866, that any eyidence was offered to supply the number of 
Bauow the house/' &&] 

V. 



HU11I0BI>» 



It is true that the Court has expressed an opinion^ 
but the point decided was that the number was essen- 
tial unless an amendment were made ; but it is now 
contended the Barrister had no power to insert the 
number. The words of sect. 40 are no doubt large, 
but the identification required is for the purpose 
of the election, and not for the Barrister's Court. 
Suppose a man residing in Oxford Street, possessing a 
common surname, gave notice of claim^ but omitted 
the number of his house. In that street there are 
many houses with different voting qualifications. The 
notice affords insufficient data by which to test the 
justice of the claim. Then, if the Barrister inserts the 
number, he shuts out all inquiry as to the claimant, and 
affirms his right. 

[Keating, J. But the matter must be supplied to 
the satisfaction of the Barrister ? — ^Willes, J. And 
whether the street be long or short, is a question for 
him.] 

But if that be so, then if the Revising Barrister is 
satisfied the number is correct, he is bound to insert 
it before the revision is completed, and so the whole 
object of the legislature, of preliminary public inquiry, 
will be frustrated. If the view contended for on the 
other side be correct, the claimant mighty at the 
last moment, and after his opponent had left, supply 
the information, and ask the Barrister to insert it 



V. 
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Identity of qualification is probably more important 1866. 
than identity of person. Barlow 

CockereU, contra, was not called on. 

Eklb, C. J. I think the decision of the Revising 
Barrister should be affirmed. It appears the claimant 
sent in a claim to be inserted in the list of voters for 
the borough of Cambridge in respect of a " house," in 
which he described hb property qualification as of 
Ely Place- It was proved that the houses in Ely 
Place were numbered, and that the proper number of 
the claimant's house was 16. This number, however, 
was not in the first instance stated in the claim to 
vote. Objection was duly made to the vote. It was 
general in its terms to the claim. When the parties 
came before the Revising Barrister, the claiipant was 
called on to prov^ his qualification, and satisfy the 
Barrister that he was entitled to bo on the register. 
For the purpose of identification, the numbers of the 
houses are required to be shown, and the point here 
raised is, whether, in case they be omitted from the 
claim, and they be supplied by evideace» the Revising 
Barrister has jurisdiction under sect 40 to insert them. 
I am clearly of opinion that he has. The words of the 
Act apply to the case, and the section was evidently 
intended to cause substantial compliance with the 
Act to suffice, and captious objections to avail nought 
against right The objection to the description of the 
qualification was, it is true, a valid one. There might 
be many houses numbered, and to find the address of 
an individual the number would be material On the 
other hand, the claimant had a right to say, I am 
prepared to prove the number to the satisfaction of the 
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1866. Revising Barrister, and then it would be for the latter 
BiBLow to say -whether it was so proved to his satisfaction. If 
KuwoBD. the statute were now being construed for the first time, 
I should say the amendment might be made. This is 
not a decision which will make the requirements of 
the Act illusory. The case is not as if one claimed in 
respect of " House in London '' or ** Land in Middle- 
sex.^ That could not be described as a case which 
could be proved to the satisfaction of the Barrister. I 
should certainly give him credit for sufficient judicial 
aptitude to say in such a case> or in the one put by 
Mr. Day, it is not to my satisfaction that you should 
give such a notice so informal, and afterwards, possibly, 
when your opponent has gone away, seek to prove the 
matter omitted. 

Then, how stands the matter, on authority? In 
Flownders v. Donner, the Court decided that where the 
qualification relied on consisted of two houses occupied 
in immediate succession, the number of each, if it had 
one, should be stated, and that the Revising Barrister 
was right in disallowing a claim when the number of 
the first house was omitted ; but all the members of 
the Court who gave judgment, expressly stated that if 
it had been supplied by evidence, it might have been 
inserted by the Barrister. If the case were one of a 
notice purposely illusory and misleading, it would be 
for the Barrister to refuse to amend. He should use 
his power only where the omission is per incuriomu 

There is another case which has been suggested by 
my brother Willes, Hitchins appellant, and Brown re- 
spondent (a), in which Colthav, J. (b), thought the Re- 

(a) 1 LvinD. 828 ; 2 a B. 25. (1 IaOw, 78 ; 5 M. ^ Q. 81), and 
(6) He notices BcuUett ▼. €Hib8 distinguifiheB it. 
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vising Barrister had power under sect 40 to amend 1866. 
" House '* in the third column into " Houses occupied Baeww 
in immediate succession/' Kuxiobd. 

Upon the propeir construction of the statute, upon 
the circumstances and upon authority, I think the 
decision should be affirmed. 

WiLLKS, J., and Btles, J., concurred. 

Keating, J. The very tenour of the section sup- 
poses such a want of description as will prevent per- 
fect identification. Then the Revising Barrister is to 
require that to be supplied. He accordingly calls on 
the party claiming for proof, and when that is supplied 
inserts the necessary information. 

Decision affirmed — ^with costs. 

Day mentioned that there was another appeal pend- 
ing of Barlow appellant, and Olaesoook respondent, 
which, as it involved the same pointy he proposed to 
withdraw. The Court allowed him to do so on pay- 
ment of costs. 
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1866 Proudpoot, Appellant ; Barnes, Bespondent. 



A no^L of T'HIS was an appeal from the decision of the Revig- 
^t^'^of " ^"8 Barrister for the city of Carlide. 

pabUc con- 

notbe with- * WUUam Proudfoot objected to the name of James 
merepfeaaure Bo/'^es being retained on the list of voters for the city 
pfthe ob- f Carlide. 

jector(a). "* \ywiwv%,. 

Where the Th^ notice of objection to the said James Barnes 
notice of ob- <^as dated the 10th day of August. 1866, and it was 

Jeetlonhad 

been duly sent and received throngh the post in the usual 

aeired, and 

afterwarda a manner. 

bylhSST'^ 0^ the 80th day of August, 1866, WiUiam Proud- 
^^^^^ foot, the objector, signed the following notice, which 
Sr ^"^ST" "^^ published in the Carlisle Patriot and the Carlide 
nSi^^ ^"^^ JEuamtn^r newspapers on the following day : — 

tioes of objec- 

S^f ^ " ^' '^^^'^ Proudfoot, of Botchergaie, dyer, do 

afte^T*^ . hereby withdraw all notices of objection sifinied by me 

another notice " * o ^ 

was sent^ in and sent to parties on the overseer's Ust of persons 

the name of 

the objector, entitled to vote in the election of members for the 
ant peiBonaiiy, city of Carlisle, such notices of objection having been 
th^'t^oUce signed under false representations made to me at the 

of objection x? 
had not been ^^™^- 
withdrawn. 

Hdd^ that, 
by B. 40 of S VicL c. 18, the Beyising Barrister was bound, on proof of the etatntoiy 
notice of objection, to require the person so objected to, to prove nis qualification. 

la) Yet it seems that the objector may, by staying away, and prerentlng the proof of his nolloe, 
pxacticaUy withdraw the objection at his pleasnra. 



T. 
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" As witness my hand, this SOth day of Augutt, 1866. 
] 866. Fnoimvoot 

" WHliam Proud/oot 

" To the Conservative electors of Carlide/* 

On the 3rd day of October, 1866^ a notice^ of which 
the following is a copy> was sent through the post to 
James Barnes: — 

'' Botchergate, GaHisle, 3rd OtOober, 1866. 

" Sir, — I hereby give you notice that my objection 
to your name being retained on the list of persons 
entitled to vote in the election of members for the city 
of Carlisle has not been withdrawn, and that it will be 
necessary for you to attend at the Town Hall, Carlisle^ 
on Thursday, the 11th day of Oc^ob^ instant, at twelve 
o'clock at noon, to answer such objection. 

" I am, sir, your obedient servant, 

" William Proud/oot 
" To Mr. James Barnes, 
Hanson's Buildings, Denton Holme." 



It was contended on the part of the said James 
Barnes, that the notice of objection having been 
withdrawn^ he could not be called upon to support his 
vote. 

It was contended on the part of the objector : — 

First, that as he had duly objected in the first in- 
stance to the vote of the said James Barnes, he had 
no power to withdraw his objection. 

Secondly, that admitting that he had the power, the 
notice which appeared in the Ca/rlide Patriot and 
Carlide Examiner did not amount to a l^gal with* 
drawal of the original notice of objection. 
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1866. The said Willicmi Proudfoot objected to the names 

Ffeovsioof Qf forty, one other persons^ whose names and qualifica- 
tions were set forth in a schedule annexed to this 
case, being retained on the list of voters for the city of 
Carlisle. The notices to all these persons were signed 
and duly serred on or before the 25th day of August^ 
1866. 

The Reyising Barrister decided that the notice of 
objection to the said James Barnes^ and to the other 
persons whose names were contidned in the annexed 
schedule, had been withdrawn, and retained their 
names on the list of voters for the city of Carlide. 

As the case of James Barnes was identical with 
those of the other persons objected to by WiOAam 
Proudfooty the appeals were consolidated. 

If the Court should be of opinion that the decision 
was wrong; and that the notices were not withdrawn, 
then the names of James Barnes and the other 
persons who were similarly objected to were to be 
expunged from the list. 

Keane^ Q. C, for the appellant It is not found by 
the case that Barnes was in any way misled by the 
publication in the newspapers. It is plain, from the 
course things took, that the claimant had no merits to 
urge for his vote. 

The notice of objection is required by sect 40 of 6 
Vidt. c 18, and it is submitted that under the terms of 
that section, this notice is required for the benefit of 
the publiCi and that an objector has no power to with- 
draw his objection. It is there made imperative on 
the Bevising Barrister, when a name has been objected 
to, and some one appears' for the objector, '^ to require 
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it to be proved that the person objected to " is entitled 1866. 

to vote. Pbovdioos 






[EfiLEy C. J. Supposei in an ordinary case, the ob- 
jector, or any one on his behalf^ failed to appear, is the 
Barrister bound to go on to require such proof?] 

It is conceived so ; but here the objector did appear. 
It is for the public interest that the matter should 
be investigated. 

[Eeatikq, J. Might it not be urged that by with- 
drawal of the objection, some other was prevented 
objecting ?] 

Yes. It is not like a Court of Nisi Priua, where 
the matters determined concern none but the parties^ 
and notices may be waived or withdrawn as they think 
fit. The Revising Barrister's Court and jurisdiction 
are the creatures of the statute, which must be strictly 
followed. It is not pretended the voters objected to 
were duly qualified. 

[WiLLES, J. The case of withdrawal is certainly not 
expressly provided for in the Act.] 

[Keating, J. In the ordinary case, the objector, to 
escape costs, does not appear.] 

. The notice to the overseers is not withdrawn. By 
sect 98 there is a remedy provided to the clidmant 
Any *' express decision " of a Revising Barrister ex- 
punging a vote may be set right on the hearing of an 
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1866, election petition by a Committee of the House of 
PaouBfoov Commons. 

V. 

MeUish (Gharlea Crompton with him) for the respon- 
dents. 

This case has not been heard on the merits. A pre- 
liminary objection was decided for the claimants. The 
case cannot be sent back to be re-heard. The only 
remedial process provided by the statute is to amend 
the case, which here would not let in the merits. The 
substantial question is, whether the public have such 
an interest in an objection once made, as is contended 
for. In case of notice to quit or of trial, &c., of course 
the giver has power to withdraw. It would be con- 
trary to good faith to allow him after withdrawal to 
treat it as subsisting. It is submitted that the objec- 
tor here is in a similar position. He is dominus litis. 
Besides, any number may object, and though one with- 
draw, the others may maintain their objections. Sects. 
17 and 40 treat the objector as the one person to 
give notices, &a, and as having carriage and direction 
of the proceedings. The effect of holding that notice 
of objection cannot be withdrawn, will be that in all 
cases where the objector has in fact withdrawn, and 
has given express notice that he has done so, yet the 
claimant must even to the last appear to protect his 
vota 

By sect 42, the objector is entrusted with the 
conduct of the appeal to this court, and is not con- 
trolled in his discretion in maintaining or withdraw- 
ing it 

The fact that the Revising Barrister has power by 
sect 46 to grant costs against the objector in^ case of 
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vexatious objection, shows that he is really the master 1866. 
of the suit. Pbotofooi 

T. 

Bi 

[WiLLES, J. Sect 43 implies that others may have 
an interest in the matters determined by the Revising 
Barrister.] 



By sect 46 of 6 Vict. c. 18, and sects. 8 and 13 of 28 
& 29 VieU c. 36, if the objector do not pay the costs 
ordered on any one objection or ground of objection, 
he is precluded from going into any other objection, of 
-which he may have given notice. This again shows 
how completely he has absolute control over the 
matter. 

This Court takes for its guide in these decisions, 
what it conceives may be the comprehension of ordi«- 
nary men not lawyers, yet it surely would be in a high 
degree technical to decide that after such a notice 
of withdrawal, the party objected to was obliged to 
appear. 

Keaney Q. C, in reply. 

EsLB, C. J. I think that in this case the decision 
of the Revising Barrister should be reversed. The 
statute has enabled certain persons to object to a claim^ 
ant's name being on the list of voters. It appears the 
objector, duly qualified, gave a valid notice of objec^ 
tion. He gave it within the time required by the 
statute, and was in all respects qualified to be heard 
in support of the objection. After the time for giving 
any further notice of objection had elapsed, the ob- 
jector advertised in certain newspapers that he had 



T. 
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1866. withdrawn the objection ; that was on the 30th day of 
PBorovoot Auffust, the 25th being the last day for giving notices 
of objection. Subsequently, on the 3rd day of OetcbeTf 
. he gave and served a notice to the different parties 
whom he had at first objected to, that he thereby 
withdrew his withdrawal of the notice of objection. 
Afterwards, he came before the Revising Barrister and 
asserted his right to maintain his original objection ; 
and the learned Revising Barrister decided that he 
had lost the right to do so, by giving the notice of 
withdrawaL Now I think we must be guided by the 
statute, and carefully adhere to the path the legislature 
has pointed out. The rights of voters are of immense 
importance, and the course which the Revising Bar- 
rister is to pursue is laid down with gseat minuteness, 
and it seems to be clear that he is wrong in the decision 
he has given. The words of sect 40 are, " Where the 
name of any person inserted in the list of voters shall 
have been objected to by the overseers ** (that is one 
class of objectors) " or by any other person " (that is 
the other class of objectors, and it is clear that in that 
other Protu(/bo^ the appellant stands), ^' and such other 
person so objecting shall appear by himself or by some 
one on his behalf in support of such objection, and shall 
prove that he gave the notice or notices respectively re- 
quired by this Act to be given by him, every such Bar- 
rister shall then require it to be proved that the person 
80 objected to was entitled on the last day of July then 
next preceding to have his name inserted in the list of 
voters in respect of the qualification described in such 
list, and in case the same shall not be proved to the satis- 
• faction of such Barrister, . . . such Barrister shall ex- 
punge the name of every such person from the said lists." 
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Now it appears that the name of the respondent was 1866. 
duly objected to hj the objector^ being a person other Pbdudfooi? 
than an overseer, and the objector appeared before the aABHw. 
Revising Barrister in support of the objection, and 
proved that he had given the requisite notices. The 
statute, in the most distinct terms, commands the 
Barrister then to '^ require it to be proved that the 
person objected to " was qualified. The Barrister did 
not consider that course imperative upon him, and held 
that the party objecting had withdrawn the objection* 
There is no clause or power that I can find in the 
statute enabling the Revising Barrister to inquire 
whether the party who had once become a valid ob- 
jector had between the time of his becoming such 
objector, and the time of the hearing, withdrawn 
the objection ; and I think there was no jurisdiction 
to make that inquiry. I take the specific facts in this 
case to afibrd a strong argument in confirmation of the 
decision we have come to in this case, that the power 
of objecting and the right to vote are in their nature 
matters in which the public are deeply concerned. An 
objector objects to a party claiming a vote when he is 
not qualified. This is supposed to raise the question 
of the voter's claim, and it is in the nature of a public 
interest, and that is to be borne in mind in construing 
this statute, although for certain purposes the objector 
and the party objected to stand in the relation of two 
litigant parties. It does appear to me to be to the 
last degree dangerous to the public interest to allow a 
man to qualify himself as an objector, and then to give 
him the option as he pleases, either to relieve the voter 
from the expense, anxiety, and trouble of coming 
before the Revising Barrister to prove his vote, or 
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- 1866. afterwards to press his objection, and cast upon the 
Pbotoioo* voters all the same anxiety, expense, and trouble. 
It cannot but occur that a party who had qualified 
himself to be an objector, may be acted on by 
pecuniary and improper motives, either to withdraw 
an objection to a vote, or having withdrawn one, even 
to renew it, as here, and afterwards to attend before 
the Barrister and insist upon it. I think it best to 
hold that he cannot be intrusted with the option 
within his own breast, whether the objection is to be sus- 
tained or not He is, in one sense it is true, practically 
dominus litis, for he is called on before the Barrister to 
contest the vote, and when the revision begins, the 
Barrister cannot, in the case of an objection by a person 
other than the overseer, call on the claimant to prove 
his qualification, until some one has appeared on behalf 
of the objector, and proved that the notices of objection 
have been given. Thus, practically, he has a command 
over the trial by not appearing and not proving the 
notice ; whether that would extend to the case of a 
person claiming to appear on his behalf in support of 
the objection, where the objector has authorised :qo one 
to appear and support it, it is not necessary here to 
decide. It appears to me this is the case of '^ one other 
than the overseer '* who has given the notice of objec- 
tion, and that a person other than the overseer is just on 
the same footing with the overseer. Now, if the over- 
seer thinks it right to object, it is clear he cannot after 
doing so withdraw. If the overseer, in making out the 
list, believes some of the voters on the list are not 
qualified, and puts against their names " objected to,^' 
the Barrister taking the list aftier such objection made, 
is bound, whatever arrangements may have been come 
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to between the parties, to make the voters prove their 1866. 
votes, otherwise to expunge their names. The same Pboudvoov 
law will apply to a person, other than an overseer, Babjoes. 
only that other person must appear and prove that he 
gave the notices, and if he does, he is just in the same 
position as the overseer. One always regrets an injury 
to the interests of a party concerned, but such feelings 
are not to be ent-ertained when the Judge has done that 
which it was his duty to do. The Revising Barrister 
is bound to ascertain whether the voter has a vote. It 
seems the decision in this case disfranchises about forty- 
two voters who are not shown to be entitled to vote, 
though they were on the list. It is certain that a 
Revising Barrister, as Judge, would be utterly wrong in 
thinking that the specific consideration afiecting specific 
names ought in the slightest degree to afiect his judg- 
ment in the interpretation of a statute of the widest 
public importance. 

WiLLBS, J. I am of the same opinion. The 40th 
sect provides that if the person objecting shall appear 
before the Revising Barrister, and shall prove that he 
gave the notice required by the Act, the Barrister 
shall require the qualification to be proved. Now we 
are in effect called upon to add to the words, " shall 
prove that he gave the notices respectively required by 
this Act to be given by'him,'' these words, " unless it 
shall appear to the said Revising Barrister that the 
said objector has before the hearing promised the 
person objected to, that he will not appear and prove 
such notice.'' I am at a loss to see how we can add 
those words to the Act If this were a case in which 
the objector only was interested, and the notice was 

VOL. I. H. p. CO 
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1866. a private matter, and the objection concerned him 
Pboubvoot then as a man may renounce a right introduced for him- 
Babios. self exclusively, he would be allowed to govern the pro- 
ceeding ; and the course would be for the Judge to say, 
" You have estopped yourself, by renouncing the objec- 
tion, from the right to call upon me to require proof 
of the notice at alL'" That would be intelligible ; but 
it is impossible to apply that rule to a case in which 
other persons are interested, those other persons being 
the public. These notices by the objector are nothing 
more than the taking up of an objection which the 
overseers have overlooked in a list of objections, and 
stand upon the same footing as a vote which is to be 
determined upon by the Revising Barrister, and cannot 
be waived. It is erroneous to say, when you are 
deciding upon the construction of this Act of Parlia- 
ment, that you may enter into a discussion as to 
whether the doctrine of equivalents is to apply ; 
the answer is, it is not equivalent, because the Act 
allows the objector at the last moment, if he shall be 
so advised, honestly or dishonestly, not to appear 
either by himself or any person on his behalf. He 
may absent himself, or not give proof of the notice of 
objection; but it would be wrong to hold that he 
may exercise that option upon the mere probability of 
evidence with respect to the votes to be investigated, 
and express it, as in this case, some weeks before by 
advertisement in the newspapers, waiving his right to 
make his appearance before the Barrister, even though 
it should appear in the meantime to be obvious that 
the person to whom he has objected has no right at all. 
I own that I do not feel any difficulty can arise on 
this decision. Objections of this kind ought neither 
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to be made the subject of private arrangement^ nor, as 1866. 
it may be in some cases, of barter. Pboudfoov 

V. 



Babmsb. 



Btles, J. I am of the same opinion. I think that 
when a man has assumed the office of objector, and has 
placed himself in the position of a public functionary, 
he has, as such, certain rights for the benefit of the 
public ; he cannot divest himself of them between the 
time of his assumption of the office and the hearing ; 
whether a discretion should be exercised at the time 
of the hearing ; as to who may or may not appear for 
him, or on his behalf, is a question that is not now 
before u& Such questions may arise where the ob- 
jector, by not taking advice, or by his death, or by his 
being struck with paralysis, is unable himself in person 
to support his objection. But here he appears as an 
objector ; he waits till after the day when nobody else 
can appear as an objector, and then he assumes to 
withdraw his objection. The first observation is, that 
he is renouncing rights enacted for the benefit of the 
community ; and the second that he may have pre- 
vented others from objecting if they had not been led 
to suppose that he would himself object, and so they 
may have been precluded from doing so by his an- 
nouncement of his intention to object This would 
open the door for corruption, if any such licence were 
allowed. 

Eeatiko,' J. I am of the same opinion. I cannot 
find in this statute any authority whatever for the 
Revising Barrister, whose duty is strictly prescribed 
in terms, nor any provision to enable him to entertain 
the question of whether a notice that has once been 

og2 
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1866, duly given, has been withdrawn previously to the 
Proudioot hearing. The reason why there should be no such 
Baxith. provision, is probably that which has been referred to, 
namely, that it is a question not of mere private right, 
but of puUic concern ; therefore it is that the 40th 
sect, so strictly describes the duty of the Banister 
that he shall not expunge any name from the list 
where a sufficient qualification appears, and that he 
shall require the qualification to be proved whenever 
there is proof of a notice of objection by an objector. 
It seems to me impossible to get rid of the strict words 
of the statute. No doubt, cases may be put in which 
an objector to the name of a party objected to, may 
throw him off his guard. Cases of that sort may be 
suggested ; but we have to deal with the performance 
of .a duty plainly prescribed by the 40th sect, on 
the part of the Revising Barrister. Therefore, I think 
the Revising Barrister was in error in this case. 

Decision reversed. 
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Cotton, Appellant ; Prall, Bespondent. 
(Axenhead's Case.) 

^HIS was an appeal from the decision of the Revis- 
ing Barrister for the city of Rochester. 

Oeorge Cotton objected to the name of James Aken^ 
head being retained on the list of voters for the parish 
of FrindAury. That list was headed, ** The list of 
persons entitled to vote in the election of two members 
for the city of Rochester, in the county of Kent, in 
respect of the property occupied within the parish of 
Frindsburyy by virtue of an Act passed in the second 
year of the reign of King William 4, intituled " An 
Act to Amend the Representation of the People in 
England and Wales." 

The name of the person objected to was entered on 
the list as follows : — 



1866. 

Nov. 17. 

In addreasiiig 
notices of 
objection, 
forwarded 
under VicL 
c 18, s. 100, 
to persons 
claiming to 
Tote, the . 
e%and 
county were 
added to the 
place of abode 
of the claim- 
ant, as 
described in 
the list of 
Toters : — 
Held, that the 
addition did 
not vitiate 
the notice. 



Aienkead, /amet 


Canal Road^ 
Frindtbtury 


House 


Canal Road 



The notice of objection was in the usual form, and 
was sent by post in the manner prescribed by the 6 
Vict. c. 18, s. 100, directed ''Mr. James Akenheadf 
Canal Road, Frindebury, Rochestery Kent'* 

It was objected that this notice was bad, as not 
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1866. being in compliance with the statute^ in consequence 

CoTTOH of the addition of the words, " Rochester, Kent,' to the 

P&AXL. place of abode of the party objected to, as described in 

the list of voters. The duplicate notice sent by post 

was not returned. 

It was admitted that there is a village called 
^' Rochester " in the county of Northumberland, as well 
as Rocheder in the county of Kent, and it was urged 
in addition, that Rochester in the notice was not iden« 
tified by the prefix of city. 

The voter did not appear, nor was there any 
evidence that the notice ever reached him. For these 
reasons, the Revising Barrister held the notice insuffi- 
cient. If the Court was of opinion that this decision 
was wrong, the name of James Akenhead was to be 
removed firom the register. 

Prentice, Q. C, for the appellant. 

The statute 2 & 3 Wm. 4. c. 64, as to boundaries 
of counties and cities^ by sched. D, county pf Kent^ 
connects FrindAury with the city of Rochester. 

[Eeatinq, J. The objection seems to be, that the 
addition has made the address more certain. 

Btles, J. It can do no more harm than if ^^ Eng- 
land '* had been added.] 

* 

He was stopped by the Court. 

No counsel appeared for the respondent. 

Per Curiam (a). The decision must be reversed. 

(a) Erk, C. J., ITiUM, Bylet, tJidKeaUng, J.J. 
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We cannot bold the notice bad^ because in the address, 
to the parish is added the post town. 



1866. 



(a) Cotton, Appellant ; PraU, 
Respondent {Frardxmtein^s Case). 
This was a yery sunilar caee, re- 
aeryed by the same Revising Bar- 
rister, and was brought on by Pren- 
tiee, Q. C, for the appellant, di- 
rectly after the above. 

The person objected to was 
described on '* the list of persons 
entitled to vote for the city of 
BockeaeTj in respect of property 
oecnpied within the parish of St, 
Margaret, Bocheater* 



Decision reversed (a). 

" Frankefutein, Leon, — St. Mar- 
garet, Jtochetter, — House, — Cozen- 
ewfe Street." 

The notice of objection was in 
the usual form, and sent by post, 
addressed " Mr. Leon Franken- 
stein, Cazeneuve Street, St, Mar- 
garet, Rochester, Kent,** 

The Court held this notice also 
to be good, and reversed the deci- 
sion of the Revising Barrister 
accordingly. 



Cotton 

V. 
P&ALIk 



A 



Mills, Appellant; Cobb, Respondent. -^w. 19 and 

T a court held for the revision of the list of voters J*!®?.!^ 

lands were 

for the North Riding of the county of York, Thomas "^J^^^^l 
Perry, on the list of voters for the said Riding, dulj purposes, in 

trustees for 

objected to the name of Robert Barbour being retained life, who were 
on the register of voters for the township of West pay them- 

A.J. • xi- -J -J' selves each 

Ayton m the said nding. £5 g y^ar. 

The name of the said Robert Barbour appeared on jj^^f^'' 
the register as foUows :— TheJ^^e in 

actual posses- 
sion of a small 
t>art of the lands, and received the rents and profita of the whole. 

If the £5 were calculated proportionatelv to the whole property, the portion attri- 
butable to that which they actnidly possessed would be less than 40«. a year to each. 

Hdd, tiiat, assuming fj^ey were cestui que trust in actual possession, yet they could 
not attribute the £5 solely to the land they occupied, so as to give a qualification. 
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CettiUqite iroBt 
in receipt of 
Fentfl ana pro- 
fits, and in 
poaaeflsion or 
oocupaiion of 
freehold fiunuB 
and lands 



At Wett Ayton, 
partly oocn- 

x>arrel^ and 
others^ redd- 
ing at Wed 



The said Thoniaa Perry also objected to the names 
of five other persons, the nature of whose several 
qualifications, and the situation and occupation 
thereof, were described in the 3rd and 4th columns 
of the said register in the same words and terms 
as the nature of the qualification, and the situation 
and occupation thereof, of the said Robert Barbovr, 
hereinbefore set out 



By indentures of lease and release, dated respec- 
tively the 12th and 13th days of January, 1704, and 
made between dame Sarah Hewley, of the one part^ 
and certain persons therein named of the other part, 
the said dame Sarah Hewley conveyed unto the said 
parties thereto of the second part, and their heirs, 
certain lands, tenements, and hereditaments therein 
described, situate in the West Riding of the county of 
York, and known by the name of the Haya Park 
estate, to the use of the said dame Sarah Heudey, 
during the term of her natural life, without impeach- 
ment of waste I and from and after her decease to the 
use of the said parties thereto, their heirs and assigns 
for ever : nevertheless upon the trusts expressed and 
contained in and by a certain other indenture, made 
between the same parties, and dated the 13th day of 
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January^ a. b. 1704, a copy (a) of which said last- 
mentioned indenture was thereunto annexed, and was 
to be taken to form part of the case. 

By a certain other indenture of arrangement, made 
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(a) ThiB indentare, dated 18th 
day of January, 1704, between 
dame Sa/nik Heieley, of the city 
of Tork^ widow, relict, and execa- 
triz of the bttt wHl and teetament 
of Sir John HmoUy, late of Oray*i 
Inn, in the county of MiddUteaB, 
Knight^ her late hosband, de- 
ceased, and danghter, heir and 
adminiBtrator of the goods and 
cliattels of Robert Woolriehf other- 
wiae Woolrych, late of Oray's Inn, 
aforesaid, deceased, of the one 
part^ and Richard Strettony the 
elder, of ffattcn Chrden, in the 
said county of MiddUaex, gentle- 
man, NatKanid Oold, of the parish 
of St, Ma/ry, Newington, in the 
said county of MiddleaeoB, Thonuu 
Marriott, of Lincoln $ Inn, in the 
said county of Middlegex, John 
Bridges, of Hattcn Oarden, afore- 
said, merchant, Tliomaa Netibitt, of 
London, merchant^ Thonuu Cotton, 
of the city of York, gentleman, 
and James Wvnlow, of Tarm, in 
the county of York, gentleman, of 
the other part. 

Whereas, by indentures of lease 
and release, &c., bearing eyen date 
herewith, and made or mentioned 
to be made, between the same 
parties as are to these presents, 
the said dame Sarah Ht/tdey^ for 
the consideration therein respec- 
tively mentioned, hath conyeyed 
unto the said R Stretton, N. GM, 
T. Marriott, J. Bridges, T. Neshitt, 
T. Cotton, and /. Winlow, and 
ihelr heirs, the manors of KUUng- 
haU and Braycroft, with their 



rights, members, and appurte- 
nances, in the county of York, 
and the park, or enclosed ground 
sometimes used as a park, and 
now disparked, commonly called 
JIaya Park, in the said county of 
York, and diyers messuages, lands, 
tenements, closes, meadows, pas- 
tures, woods, lodges, and here- 
ditaments in the same indentures 
of lease and release mentioned, 
situate, lying, and being within 
the towns, parishes, fields, pre- 
cincts, or territories of Killing^ 
haU, Ripley, Sussacres, alias SotUh- 
acres, Brereton, and Knarei^torough, 
in the said county of York, to the 
use of the said dame Sarah Hew- 
ley during the tenn of her natural 
life, withoutimpeachmentofwaste; 
and from and after her decease, to 
the use of the said R StretUm, Ac, 
for ever: neyertheless, under such 
proyisoes and powers for making 
of leases of the premises, and for 
reyoking or altering of the said 
uses, and limiting new or other 
uses of the said premises, or any 
part thereof, by the said dame 
Sarah Jffewley, as in the same 
indenture of release, are for those 
purposes expressed and contained. 
And whereas, by indenture of 
asagnment, bearing also eyen 
date herewith, and made, or men- 
tioned to be made, between the 
same parties as are to these pre- 
sents, the said dame Sarah Hew- 
ley (for the considerations therein 
mentioned) hath granted, bar- 
gained, sold, assigned, and set 
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between the same parties, and bearing date the 13th 
day of January^ 1704, the said dame Sarah Hewlej/, 
granted, bargained, sold, assigned, and set over unto 
the parties thereto of the second part, their executors, 



over imto the said R, StrtUcnj &c, 
all thofle three parte therein men- 
tioned (the whole in four parte 
being dinded) of and in the 
manor and lordship of Weat Afft<m, 
with the rights, members, and 
appurtenances thereof in the said 
ooantjr of York, and of and in the 
tithes of com and grain in Weat 
Ayton aforesaid, with the appur- 
tenanoes, and of and in the woods. 
Umber, and timber trees standing, 
growing, and being, and which 
■hall stand grow, or be, in and 
upon the same numor or lands 
thereunto belonging. And all 
those grounds commonly called 
the JBigher, the Lower, and the 
Middle Caim in TTeit AyUm, and 
all and singnlar measuages, lands^ 
tithes, woods, and tenements, ftc., 
in WttA A)/Um aforesaid, whereof 
or wherein the said dame Sarah 
Heuky^ in her own right, or as 
executrix of her said husband, or 
as administratrix of her said 
father, or any other person or 
penons in trust for her in her 
own right, or as she ia executrix, 
&&, hath or had any estate, Ac, 
to haye and to hold the same unto 
the said R. SirttUm, fta, from 
thenceforth for and during all the 
rest and residue of all and ereiy 
the term and tenns of yean what- 
soever which the said dame Sarah 
Hmdey, in her own right, or as 
executrix of her said husband, or 
administratrix, &c., at the time of 
the sealing and deliyering of the 
same recited indenture of assign- 



ment, hath or had of or in the 
said hereby assigned premises, or 
any part or parte thereof reepeo- 
tively, as is therein respectively 
yet to come and unexpired, upon 
trust nevertheless to permit and 
suffer the said dame Sarah Hew~ 
ley and her assigns to receive and 
take the rents, issues, and profite 
of all and singular the same as- 
signed premises, to and for her 
and their own use and benefit for 
and during so long a time of the 
said sevend and respective tenn 
and terms of years as she, the said 
dame Sarah Hewley, diould hap- 
pen to live ; and to the intent 
that, from and immediately after 
her decease, aU and singnlar the 
thereby assigned premises should 
remain and be during all the rest 
and remainder which should be 
then to come and unexpired of aU 
and eveiy the same term and 
terms of years respectively to and 
for the proper use of them, the 
said R, StreUon, fte., and the sur- 
vivors and sur?ivor of them, and 
the executors and admlnistratorB 
of such survivor: nevertheless, 
with and under such proviso, 
power, or condition for the making 
void the same indenture^ and the 
assignment thereby made as in 
the said indenture of assignment 
for that puxpoie expressed or con* 
tained, as in and by the said recited 
indentures of lease and release, 
and indenture of aasignment^refer- 
ence thereto respectivdy beinghad, 
more plainly and fully appeareth. 
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ttdministratorsy and assigns, certain lands, tenements, 
and hereditaments therein described, situate in the 
said township of West Ajfton, and known by the name 
of the West Ayton estate, for any estate or interest for 



861 
1866. 

V. 

Cobb. 



Now this indenture witneaseth, 
that all and singular the premisefl^ 
as well freehold and of inheritance 
aa leasehold, conveyed and aa- 
signed to the said R, StretUm, &&, 
respectiyely in and by the said 
seyeial recited indentures, or any 
of them respectively, to and upon 
the respective uses and trusts 
therein mentioned of the said 
premises respectively, are and 
were so conveyed and assigned 
aa aforesaid upon such trusts, and 
to and for such intents and pur- 
poses from and after the decease 
of the said dame Sarcih HewUy \ 
and that the said R. JS^reUon, &c, 
shall stand, be^ and remain always, 
from and after the decease of her, 
the said dame 8<urah ffewUy^ 
seised, possessed, and interested 
of and in the said freehold pre- 
mises or premises of inheritance 
and leasehold premises respec- 
tively to their own use therein 
expressed upon such trusts, &c. , 
but subject and without prejudice 
to the respective provisoes, con- 
ditions^ and powers in the said 
indenture of release, and the said 
ind^iture of assignment respec- 
tively contained as aforesaid, and 
with and under such other pro- 
visoes, &c., as are herein after- 
wards expressed, &c., that is to 
say: 

Upon speciBl trust and con- 
fidence in them reposed by the 
said dame Sarah Bewley, that 
they, the said R. StretUm, &c., 
shall and will from and after the 



decease of her, the said dame 
Sartih ffewley, pay and satisfy, in 
the first place, out of the rents, 
issues, and profits of the promisee 
respectively, that annuity of J£100 
per annum issuing or payable to 
the Lady Rromlesf, or to whom- 
soever the same is issuing or pay- 
able out of ffaya Pa/rk aforesaid, 
or out of whatsoever part of the 
premises, for any term or time for 
which the same is or on^^t to be 
issuing or payable, and all arrean 
thereof if the same annuity shall 
continue, or any arrears happen 
to be thereof, at the death of the 
said dame Sarah HaeUy i and 
also all other duties, renta^ pay- 
ments, taxes, and ohaxges iasuing 
or payable out of or chaiged 
upon the premises^ or any pari 
thereof, if any there shaJl be be< 
hind or become due at or after 
the death of the said dame Sarah 
HtwiUyy and all costs, charges, 
and expenses whatsoever, which 
the said trustees, their heirs, &o., 
for the time being, and the other 
managers hereinafter mentioned 
or intended, or any of them for 
the time being, shall be from time 
to time put unto or reasonably 
allow, lay out, or eoEpend in, for, or 
oonoenung the reparations of the 
premisefl^ or the collecTting, re* 
ceiving, recoyering, taking^ or ob. 
taining of the rents^ issues^ and 
profits thereoJ^ or in, for, or aboni 
the defence, execution^ or per* 
formance of the trust hereby de- 
clared, or the defence, ordering^ 
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any term of years then unexpired, which the said 
dame Sarah Hewley^ in her own right, or as executrix 
of her late husband, or as administratrix of her late 
father, then had in the said lands, tenements, and 



or management of the said trust 
estate, in and by the said recited 
indentures^ or any or either of 
them Tested or settled as afore- 
said; and also the nan of £5 
a-piece pearly and every year to 
each and every of the trustees for 
the lime being, and managera for 
the time being supplying the rooms 
qf deceasing trustees, according to 
the intent hereof during all and 
so long time after the death of the 
said dame Sarah Hewley as the 
same trustees and managers shall 
be and continue trustees and 
managers according to the true 
meaning hereof respectively. 

And upon further trust and 
confidence, and to the intent that^ 
in the next place, from and after 
the decease of her, the aforesaid 
dame Sarah Hewley, the said J?. 
StretUm, &c., shall and will from 
. time to time during the con- 
tinuance of the said trust estates 
respectively, out of the clear and 
residuary rents, issues, and profits 
of the premises which shall be and 
remain after and above all such 
part or parts of the rents, issues, 
and profits of the premises as is 
or are hereinbefore intended and 
appointed to be so paid and 
applied as aforesaid, as will pay 
and dispose of such sums of 
money yearly, or otherwise, to 
such and so many poor and godly 
preachers for the time being of 
Christ's Holy Oospel. and to such 
poor and godly widows for the 
time being of poor and godly 



preachers of Christ's Holy Qospel, 
at such time or times, and for so 
long time or times, and according 
to such distributions as the said 
trustees and managers for the 
time being, or any four or more 
of them, shall think fit, and em* 
ploy and dispose of such sums of 
money, and in such manner, for 
the encouraging and promoting 
of the preaching of Christ's Holy 
Gospel in such poor places as the 
said trustees and managers for the 
time being, or any four or more of 
them, shall think fit; as also 
employ or dispose of such sums of 
money yearly or otherwise, as and 
for exhibitions for such or so long 
time or times for or towards edu- 
cating of such young men de- 
signed for the ministry of Christ's 
Holy Gospel, never exceeding 
five such young men at one and 
the same time, as the said trustees 
and managers for the time beingy 
or any four or more of them, shall 
approve and think fit And as to 
all the surplus and renuunderofthe 
aforesaid clear and residuaiy rents^ 
issues, and profits of the premises, 
from and after the decease of the 
said dame Sarah Hewley, during 
all the continuance of the said 
trust estates in the same premises 
respectively, upon special trust 
and confidence, and to the intent 
that they, the said R, Strelton, &c, 
shall and will from time to time 
employ and dispose of the same in 
and for the relieving of such godly 
persons in distress, being fit ob- 
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hereditaments^ to hold the same to the said parties 
thereto of the second part, their executors, &a, for the 
residue of the said term of yeara yet unexpired, upon 
trust, nevertheless, to permit and suffer the said dame 
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jecis of the nid dame Sarah 
Hewley and the triiBteeB* and man. 
agen* charitj, as the said tnutees 
and managen for the time being, 
or any four or more of them, shall 
think fit 

Froiided, nererthelen^ and it is 
hereby declared and intended, that 
the said trustees and managers* 
&C.9 shall, in their dispositions 
and distributions of the aboye- 
mentloned charities, haye a pri- 
mary and chief respect to such 
objects thereof as aforesaid as are 
or shall be in Turk, Yorlahirt, 
and other northern eonnties in 
this realm, not excluding those in 
other places and counties as the 
said trustees and msnagers for the 
time being, kc, from time to 
time, shall think fit; and, also, 
that whatsoeyer charitable dis- 
positions or allowances by the 
said dame Sarah Hewley shall 
haye been made to persons or 
places in York or ForMtre im- 
mediately or shortly before her 
death, shall be continued and paid 
out of the said dear and residuaiy 
rents, issues, and profits of the 
premises by the said trustees and 
managers, &c, until they, or four 
of them at the least, shaU see just 
reason to discontinue, alter, or 
determine the same, or any <^ 
them, respectiyely. 

And it is hereby also declared, 
ordered, and intended that the 
said trustees and managers, &o., 
or the nuyor part of them, shall 
annually, finom and after the de- 



cease of the said dame Sarah 
Hewley, elect one of the trustees, 
or managers for the time being, to 
be treasurer of the rents, issues^ 
and profits of the said trust 
estates for the space of one year, 
to be accounted from the day <^ 
such his election; which trea- 
surer, &c., shall be allowed to 
haye a clerk for the proyiding and 
keeping of books of account, 
wherein shall be entered and ro- 
istered a true and perfect account 
of all such rent, issues, and profits 
of the said trust estates as shall 
from time to time be coUected or 
receiyed by the said treasurer or his 
clerk, or by their or either of their 
order, and also a true and perfect ac- 
count of aU such moneys as shall be 
disposed of, laid out, or expended in 
the performance and execution of 
the seyeral trusts herein declared, 
and other the acts and transactions 
relating to the said trusts and 
trust estates ; and shall haye and 
be allowed for such clerk such 
reasonable and moderate allow- 
ance, out of the said trust estates, 
as the trustees and managers for 
the time being, or the nujor 
number of them, shall approye 
and appoint. 

And, moreoyer, that the said 
trustees and managers for the 
time being, or the mi^or number 
of them, shall and will yearly, 
after the decease of the said dame 
Sa/rah ffewUp, at some certain 
time and place to be by them, or 
some of them, agreed upon and 
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Sarah Hewley to take the rents and profits thereof 
during her life, and after her death to the use of the 
said parties thereto of the second part, and the sur- 
vivors and surviyor of them ; and the executors, &c.y 



i^pointed, meet together to in- 
spect and audit the seyenl ac- 
counts to be stated and made up 
of and concerning the renti^iaeae^ 
and profits of the said trust estates, 
and the disposal of the said rents^ 
issnes> and profits in the ezeention 
and performance of the seyeral 
tnista hereinbefore deelared of and 
concerning the same, which ao* 
conntH^ if allowed and approTed 
of by the trostees and managers^ 
&c, of the said trust estates, or 
the miyor number of them, by 
writing under their hands, to be 
yearly made in the said books of 
account, shall be a sufficient dis- 
charge to the treasurer, so as suoh 
treasurer, Ac, do thereupon pay, 
answer, and make good the ba- 
lance of such yearly account unto 
snch person who shall be chosen 
treasurer, &o., for the then en* 
suing year, in such manner as the 
said trustees or managers, &o., 
shall well like and approve oL 

That from time to time, as and 
when any one of the trustees, &e., 
shall happen to die^ the surviyors 
of them shall and may elect, in 
the room of every such deceasing 
trustee, such a person as they, in 
their judgments and consciences, 
shall think fit and approve of, who 
shall be a manager of the said 
trust estates, together and equally 
with them, the surviving trustees, 
and have equally with them the 
same authority, benefit, and power 
respecting the trusts hereby de- 
chued; and in the case of the 



death of any such elected mana- 
ger, to elect in like manner in 
his room another like manager; 
and that the election of every 
such manager, ftc, shall be entered 
and registered in some or one of 
the books to be so provided and 
kept as aforesaid; and that, after 
such time as two or three at the 
most of the said trustees shall 
have departed this life, the sur- 
vivors of them shall and may add 
to themselves, as co-trustees, with 
them all and eveiy the manager 
and managers so elected as afore- 
said to make up the number of 
trustees completely, seven in the 
whole: and the said surviving 
trustees shall thereupon, by advice 
of counsel in the law, convey aU 
their said trust estate of and in 
the premises of inheritance unto 
the said persons who, &c, shall be 
such elected managers as afore* 
said, or to some other persons and 
their heirs, to the use of the said 
surviving trustees and the said 
persons to be so added as co- 
trustees as aforesaid, and their 
heirs ; and shall also, by like ad- 
vice of counsel, Ac, assign all 
their estate and interest in the 
said leasehold prenuses to one or 
more person or persona^ to the 
intent that he or they shall imme- 
diately thereupon reassign all the 
same estate and interest to the 
same surviving trustees, and to all 
the said elected managers for the 
time being, thereby to complete 
the said number of seven trustees; 



XXX, vicrroEiA. 



365 



of sneh surviyor, neyerthelesSy upon the trusts ex- 
pressed and contained in and by the said indenture 
thereunto annexed. 

By indentures of lease and release^ dated req>ec* 
tively the 4th and 6th days of July, A. d. 1739, the 
fee-simple of the West Ayton estate was conveyed to 
the then trustees of the charity upon the trusts con- 
tained and expressed in and by the said indenture 
thereunto expressed. 

By an order of the Charity Commissioners, dated 
the ] 8th day of March, A. n. 1 862, the legal estate in 
the said Uaya Park and West Ayton estates was 
vested in the said Robert Barbour, John Croedey, 
John Reminffton MiUs, Sir Samud Morton Peto, 
Bart, and James Ross, who were then, and still are, 
the trustees of the said charity* 

The rental of the Haya Park estates is ^2,085 
14iS. 2d. per annum, that of the West Ayton estate is 
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V. 

Cobb. 



and that the aame new convej- 
ance and new assignment shall 
thereupon, hy adyice of coansel, 
be declared by all the same seren 
trustees by separate indentures, in 
like manner as the afore-recited 
conveyanoe and the afore-reoited 
assignment are declared by these 
presents, &c 

And it is hereby declared, &c., 
that reasonable notice of all meet- 
ings, in order to the transacting 
of any businesses or matters of any 
weight or moment relating to the 
aforesaid trusts or charities, shall 
be given to the seyeral trustees 
and managers, kio,: and that the 
judgment and concurrence therein 
of such of them, who, by remote- 
nesB of their dwellings or other 



excusable obstructionfl, may hap- 
pen not to be always present at 
certain of such meetings, may be 
consulted and endeavoured by 
mutual correspondences and in- 
tercouises in writing. 

And it is further ordered, ko,, 
that the said trustees and mana- 
gers, their heirs, Ac., shall not be 
charged or chargeable for any 
more moneys than as shall actually 
come to their respective hands or 
receipts, nor for any losses hap- 
pening without the wilful default 
of them respectiyely, nor for the 
acts, receipts, neglects, or de&ulte 
one of another. 

Proviso for power of revocation, 
&c., to Lady HtwUy. In wit- 
ness, Ac. 
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1866. £1,642 0& 8d. per annum. If the £5 per annum each 
Hills trustee is entitled to receive, and actually does receive, 
Cobb, under the trusts of the said deed of the 13th day of 
January^ 1704, thereunto annexed, were apportioned 
between the two estates in proportion to the yearly 
rents, issues, and profits derived from each, the pro- 
portion payable out of the said West Ayton estate 
would amount to the sum of £2 2«. 2(2. 

The West Ayton estate included 116 acres of wood- 
land, of the net value of £54 per annum. 

The trustees pay the rates and taxes on the said 
woodlands, which are rated at the sum of £54 per 
annum, and keep the gates and fences in repair. 
Such timber as is cut on the woodlands is cut by the 
orders of the steward, who is the servant of the trus- 
tees. The eatage of the woodlands is let to Mr. 
Thomas Darrell, at £8 a year. There is a gate leading 
into the woodland, which is locked to prevent tres- 
passing, and the key is kept by Hr. DarrelL The 
remainder of the West Ayton estate is let to farmers 
in the usual way. 

If the proportion of the £5 per annum received by 
each trustee out of the West Ayton estate is to be 
apportioned between the woodlands and the other 
lands in West Ayton, it was admitted that the trustees 
had not 405. each per annum out of the woodlands 
alone. 

The first objection was, that the qualification of the 
trustees, if any, was as owners of a charge on the land, 
whereas they had claimed as the equitable owners of 
the land itself i and that the Revising Barrister could 
not amend the description. 
The Revising Barrister found that the claimants 
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intended to claim for the qualification (if any), which 1866. 
they possessed under the trust deed, and decided to Mills 
amend the description, if necessary, so as to describe ck>BB. 
the qualification (if any) possessed by the claimants 
under that deed, provided he had the power to do so, 
and subject to such proviso, the description of the 
qualification is to be taken to be amended accord- 
ingly. 

The following grounds of claim in writing were 
handed to the Revising Barrister on the behalf of the 
claimants. 

1. The claimants are in actual occupation of the 
charity estates within the meaning of the statute 2 
Wm. 4, c. 45, & 18. 

2. They are, at any rate, in actual occupation of the 
woodlands, which are (within the North Riding) of 
the annual value of £54f. 

3. They obtain the qualification by virtue of their 
office. 

4. They are, at law, joint tenants in fee, and at the 
same time they are cestuts que trust to the extent of 
£5 a year for life. They are thus cestuis que trust 
within the meaning of the 2 Wm. 4, c. 45, s. 23, as 
explained by 6 VicL c 18, s. 74. 

5. If it be considered that the interest of the claim- 
ants is (whether a rent> charge or not) an interest in 
an annuity, and not a direct interest in the lands, still 
it is a freehold estate of the clear yearly value of 40«. 
within the meaning of the 18 Qeo. 2, a 18, and is not 
interfered with by the 18th section of 2 Ifm* 4, 
c. 45. 

The Revising Barrister held as follows : — 

1. That the claimants were not in the actual 

VOL. I. u. p. J) D 
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1866. possession of any part of the Fest Ayton estate 

MiLui except the woodlands. 

.Cobb. 2- That they were in the actual occupation of the 

woodlands as trustees, and not as cestuis que trust ; 
and that, assuming them to be in the actual occu- 
pation of the woodlands as cestuis que trust, the sum 
of ^2 2s. 2(2., received hj each of them out of the rents 
and profits of the West Ayton estate, must be appor- 
tioned between the woodlands and the other land not 
in their occupation, in which case they would not be 
in the actual occupation of lands of the annual ralue 
of 40& eacL 

8. That their appointment as trustees was not a 
promotion to an office within the meaning of the 2 
Wm. 4, c. 45, & 18. 

4. That, assuming the trustees to be oestuis que trust 
within the meaning of the 6 VicL c. 18. s. 74, inas- 
much as they were only entitled to £5 per annum for 
life, and were not within the exceptions mentioned 
in the 2 Wm. 4, c. 45, s. 18, they were not entitled 
to a Yote. 

5. That the 2 Wm. 4, c. 46, s. 18, disqualifies the 
grantees of annuities and rent charges for life under 
£10 per annum, unless they came within the except 
tions therein mentioned ; and that, assuming the 
claimants to be grantees of such an annuity or rent- 
charge, they did not come within the said exceptions. 

The Reyising Barrister therefore struck out the 
names. 

. The Revising Barrister declared that the whole of 
the said appeals depended upon the same decision, and 
ought to be consolidated. 

If the Court should be of opinion that the claimants 
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were entitled to vote in respect of any of the grounds 1 866. 
of claim above stated, the said names were to be Milu 
inserted in the said list. Com. 

Manisty, Q.C. (Anstie with him), for the appellant. 
The claimant is cestui que trust to the extent of £5 a 
year. 

No doubt West v. Bohsan (a), will be relied on by 
the other side. There the claim was to vote for one 

s 

county, Durham, while the greater part of the income, 
if proportionately allotted, came from Northumber- 
land. 

The Act under which the question arises, is the 6 
Vict. c. 18, s. 74, explaining S Wm. 4, a 46, & 23. 
The notion has been that under sects. 18 & 19 of 
2 Wm. 4 c. 45, it was necessary that the claimant 
should be in actual possession of the land. But it is 
disputed that that is correct. It is sufficient if there 
be a possession of the receipts and profita 

[Eeatikq, J. Do you suggest that there can be in 
this respect a difference between the ordinary iOs. 
freehold qualification and this one ?] 

It could only be accounted for by the fact that the 
40s. freehold may easily be the result of a fictitious 
arrangement, one invented for the purpose, and that, 
therefore, the statute required proof of actual occupa- 
tion. But here the words of sect 18 " occupation," 
cannot apply unless they are limited to the only sort 
of occupation possible ; viz., receipt of rents and pro- 

(a) K. & a 141; 8 C. B, N,S. 422, 
D D 2 
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1866. fits, and although the claimants are de facto in posses- 
Jiiua sion of the woodlands, both as trustees and cestui qiie 
.Cou. trusty yet their possession must be ascribed to the 
trust 

T. R Ohitty for the respondent 

There are no trusts in the deed which entitle the 
claimant to the possession. He is then a eeduique 
trust not in possession. 

Anelay v. Leuna (a) explains fully the nature 
of the possession required. . It was there contended 
that the section made '* the actual possession of the 
trustee, constructively the possession of the cestui 
que trust, for the purpose of conferring the fran- 
chise on the latter/' But the Court, '' on full con- 
sideration, felt bound to reject that construction of 
the statute." 

Here the claimant is in possession as trustee, and 
consequently has no right to vote. Then as to the £5, 
the amount when calculated proportionally, is too 
little, and as West v. Robson is conclusive, the case 
does not come within any of the other exceptions of 
2 Wm. 4i, c 45, a 18. 

The rents, too, are not receivable directly by the 
trustees, so as to give them an interest in the very 
moneys, but are* paid through one of them, who is 
appointed treasurer, and there is a provision for him 
to have the service of a clerk. 

(a) K, & 0. 36 ; 17 C. B, 816. 
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Manistj/y in reply. Suppose the trusts created were 1866. 
to pay £6 a«piece to others than themselves, then if miuml 
those others be let into possession, they would be jqJ[j^ 
entitled to vote. Then, can it make any difference 
that the same person fulfils both the relations of trustee 
and cestui que trust ; in fact, that he can resort to a 
wider area for his qualification ? 

• 

[WiLLSS, J. Suppose the owner of 209. fee in one 
county, and 20b. fee in another county, grant a rent'* 
charge of 40&, would that confer a vote ?] 

No ; but where there is occupancy of land with the 
receipts, that may make a difference. 

Our. ad. vultt 

Erlb, C. J. In this case the claim to vote was made 
in respect of freehold tenure of 40& a year, in the 
North Biding of Torkshire. The Revising Barrister 
held that the qualification was not made out ; many 
points were raised. It is sufficient to notice and 
decide one. The Barrister held that there was not a 
sufficient freehold qualification arising out of Wed 
AytoiL Title was derived from a grant and convey- 
ance of property by Lady Hetuley, and by the grant 
and intervention more recently of the Charity Com- 
missioners, the estates were vested in the present claim- 
ant, and five others as trustees. To each trustee was 
given, by the original gift, ^5 a year, charged upon aU 
the land. The appellant claimed in respect of posses- 
sion of the woodlands only, as part of the lands in the 
North Riding. All the other lands in that division 
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1866. v^o let to and occupied by farmers and tenants. But 
MxLEA lie contended he had a right to elect in respect of 
Con. what part of the land the £6 a year was paid, and 
to apportion so much of it to the woodlands as wonld 
give him a freehold of 40«. If he could do so, as the 
woodlands produced £6 a year, then in point of 
amount the qualification was sufficient But I am 
of opinion he has.no such power of election, since the 
sum of £5 payable to each arises out of the whole of 
the lands. He attempts to say, ^ there is a sufficient 
amount from the woodlands to pay me the annual 
£5 ; I am in the occupation of those lands and seised 
for my life, therefore I have the qualification required 
by the Act/' But this is to overlook that the £6 a year 
are derived from all the estate of which he is seised, 
and that the proportion derivable from the West 
Ayton estate in the North Biding is ^2 2s. 2<i a year, 
and when this is again proportioned between the land 
not in the occupation of the claimant, and the wood- 
lands which are, it is evident the amount derived from 
the latt^ fuls in point of value. The other points 
raised in the case it is unnecessary to decide, since 
the annual value is insufficient to support any quidi*- 
fication* 

WiLLES, Bylbs, and EiATnro, J. J., concurred. 

Decision affirmed. 
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Bright, Appellant; Devenish, Eeepondent. 1866. 

Nw. 20. 

^HIS was an appeal against the decision of the The form of 
Revising Barrister for the borough of Maldon. no. ii of 6 
WtUiam Devemsh objected to the name of Edward g^h. B., is not 
Bright being retained on the freemen's list of persons ift^w^h!^^ 
entitled to vote in the election of members for the *^« ?f ^ ^ 

would haye % 

borough. It was contended, on behalf of the said tendency to 

^ ... mislead, 5Vid- 

Edward Bright^ that due notice of objection had not hdu ▼. Town 
been given, and that> therefore, the said Edujard Bridoi{a) 
Bright was not called upon to prove his qualifica- 
tion. The Revising Barrister decided that the notice 
was sufficient. Whereupon, at the request of the 
appellant, who gave notice of appeal, the following case 
was stated : — 

There are five lii^ of voters for the borough, 
namely : — 1. The alphabetical list of freemen of the 
borough, comprising all freemen residing within the 
borough or within seven miles thereof. 2. The Ust of 
occupiers for the parish o{AU Saints, Maldon. 3. The 
list of occupiers for the parish of Heybridge. 4. The 
list of occupiers for the parish of Saint Peter, Maldon. 
5. The list of occupiers for the parish of Saint Mwry^ 
Maldon. 

The name of the said Edward Bright was duly 
inserted and published in the freemen's list 

(a) 1 Lmm. Btg, <ku. 7. 
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The name of the said WiUiam DeveniA was also 
duly Inserted and published in the freemen's list, 
thus: — 



Devem9h, WiUiam. 


Saint Peier, MaJdan, 



His name was not included in the occupiers' list 
for that parish. 

Beneath the signature of the said WiUiam Devenish, 
to his notice of objection delivered to the said Edward 
Bright, the following words appeared, *^ FuUbridge 
Street, Saint Peter, Maldon," and at the foot of his 
notice, ** on the list of voters for the parish of Saint 
Peter, in the said borough." 

It was objected, on behalf of the said Edward 
Bright, that such notice of objection was insufficient 
to call upon him to prove his qualification, inasmuch 
as the said WiUiam Devenish had not, by such notice 
beneath his signature, stated '^ that he was upon the 
list of persons entitled to vote as freemen/' 

The Revising Barrister decided that the notice of 
objection was sufficient 

For the said Edward Bright it was^ thereupon ad- 
mitted that the right to have his name retained upon 
the said list of freemen could not be supported ; the 
Revising Barrister therefore struck it out of such 
list. 

Eight other persons upon the freemen's list of voters 
for the borough had also been objected to, and the 
same point was taken to the insufficiency of the notice 
delivered to each of them, as stated in the fourth 
paragraph. In each of these eight cases the Revising 
Barrister also decided that the notice of objection was 
sufficient Their claims to have their names retained 
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upon the list of freemen could not be supported, and 18G6. 
they were, therefore, all struck out of such list. Buohs 

All the cases depending upon the same point, the DivnnH. 
appeals were consolidated. 

If the Court were of opinion that the decisions were 
erroneous, then the names of all the nine appellants 
were to be restored to the list of freemen, and the 
register of voters for the said borough of Mddon was 
to be altered accordingly. 

A. Witta for the appellant This case is identical 
with that of TudbaU, appellant, Town Clerk of Bristol, 
respondent (a). That case is alluded to in Wansey, 
appellant, Perkins, respondent (6), and in Edsuforth t* 
Farrer (c) ; in the first Cbbsswell, J., distinguishes 
it as inapplicable to the point then before the court ; 
and in the second, Maule, J., quotes from the judg- 
ment of TiNDAL, C. J., with evident approbation. In 
Edsfvorth v. Farrer, Wildb, C. J., points out, " If the 
example given in the form do not apply, it is the duty 
of the objector to see what equivalent information he 
can afibrd/' 

He was stopped by the Court. 

W, H. Cooke, Q. C, for respondent. It must be 
admitted that TudbaU v. The Town Clerk of 
Bristol is conclusive, unless the Court will recon- 
sider that case ; and it should do so, as there is no 
Court of Appeal from this Court. It is submitted that 

(a) 1 Lutw. 7 ; 5 M.tO.S. And in SamuH, appellant, ITStdi- 

(6) 1 Lutw. 235, 8. C; 1 M.Bi mough, respondent^ 1 iT. & t7. 

a. 127. 625. 
(c) 1 LiOw, 517; i 0. B, 9. 
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1866» ^^^ ^^^^ ^^ ^ deoision be7ond the powen of the 
BuoBf Coart, and it has produced inconvenience. By the 
j)gy^!gjgB^ ^f^^^ii^ ^^^ ^^ objector was bound to give notice 
only to the overseers or town clerk in the case of 
borough lists (a), and not to the party objected to; 
though, in the case of county voters, by sect 39, it was 
otherwise. Then followed the 6 Vict. c. 18, which, by 
sect 17, changed the course of practice, enacting that 
notice in the form No. 11 of schedule R, should be 
given to the person objected to. That notice has been 
here rigidly followed, and yet is argued against as bad. 
It may be affirmed, that where it has been intended to 
give an option to alter any of the forms in the 
schedules to either of the two acts, directions in 
italics or words such as, *' or otherwise, as the case may 
be,'' &a, are given. That is not so in the part of this 
form which has been followed, and is complained o£ 
Two points were in the view of the legislature to amend. 
]. To ease the overseers, by requiring the objector, if 
more than one list existed, to point out on which list 
was the name he objected to. 2. To require notice 
to be given to the person objected to. Now^ to 
carry out the first object there is a note of direc* 
tion added to Form 10, which is wanting in Form 
11. These forms are issued by the Queen's prin- 
ters, and are, if not to be literally followed, a pitfall 
to objectors. 

[WiLLES, J. Would it not be absurd to hold that a 
freeman might give a notice misdescribing himself, 
provided it were in the form set forth, while in every 

(a) Socfion i7. 
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other case the statute enforces a particular and correct 1866. 

description ?] Bright 

T. 

BlYBHIBB. 

In Samud v. HUchmough (a), where there were 
in fact two lists, though only one parish, the Court 
held good a description of the objector in this very 
form. 



[Btlbs, J. There seems to be this strong objection 
to your description, as likely to mislead, that in this 
borough there are five lists ; one of which is for 
the parish of Saint Peter, and on that list, with which 
his description tallies, his name is not inscribed ?] 

There would be no inconvenience caused by holding 
that the form in the schedule may be in all oases 
adhered to, at all events where, as here, the objector's 
name and address are truly given, while a contrary 
decision will give rise to frequent questions, owing to 
the natural tendency to follow literally the words of a 
statutory form. 

Eblb, C. J. We are all of opinion that the case of 
TudbaU v. The Town Clerk of Bristol is precisely in 
point, and see no reason for dissenting from that 
decision.] 

WiLLEs^ Btles, and Ebatino, J. J., concurred. 



Decision reversed. 



(a) JT. k Q, 522. 
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1866. Thackway, AppeUant; Pilcher, Bespondent. 



Nw, 20. 

It is a qaes- 
Hon of met 
whether the 
objector^ 

glaoe of abode 
twffieimUy 
described in 
the notice of 
objectioiL 



T^HE case stated that, at a court held before the 
Revising Barrister for the city of Hereford^ 
Chariea Henry PUcher objected to the name of WU- 
liam Thackway being retained on the list of voters 
for the city of Hereford. 

Notice of objection had been duly served on the said 
WiUiam Thackwayj which notice was in the words and 
form following : — 

'*' To Ht. William Thackway, Church Street. 
** I hereby give yon notice that J object to your 
name being retained on the list of persons entitled 
to vote in the election of members for the city of 
Hereford, 

** Dated this 14th day of August, 1866, 

(Signed) " Chariea Henry PUcher, 

*^ of BartonAanu 
'' On the list of voters for the parish of Saint Owen.** 

The name of the said Chariea Henry PUcher ap- 
peared as follows on the list of voters for the parish of 
Saivt Owen. 



padier,Charle» 
Henry, 



Bturiontham, 



House. 



1, Argyle Plaee, 
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It was proTed tliat formerly there was in the parish 1866 
of Saint Owen, in the city of Hereford, a farm-house Thackwat 
and farm called '' Bartoneham ; *' and this farm-house pn^oHBB. 
still existed and was occupied as such, with a large 
portion of land, all of which was still called **Bar* 
tonsham/* 

A portion of the land formerly occupied with the 
said farm had, of late years, been laid out in building 
allotments ; and within the last few years streets had 
been formed and houses built there, and the whole 
district was now known as BartonAam ; and the dis- 
trict so known consists of four streets, some houses or 
blocks of houses within which have been distin- 
guished by their owners as terraces, places, or villas, 
and there are altogether forty- two such terraces, 
places, or villas. 

A plan (a) accompanied this case, and was thereto 
annexed, describing the locality. 

The farm-house and farm called Bartonsham have 
been called by that name from time immemorial, and 
are still so called. 

The objector, Charles Henry PUcher, lived at 1, 
Argyle Placet Chreen Street^ which is in the district 
known as Bartonaham. 

It was objected that BartonAam was too general a 
description of the place t>f abode * of the said C7, H. 
Pilcher, and that the description should have been 
either Green Street, or 1, Argyle Place. 

It was admitted, and the Revising Barrister was 
satisfied that a letter, addressed Charles Henry PUcher^ 



(a) Thia is not given here, not pose of comprehending the de- 
being in fact required for the pur- daion. 



T. 
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1866. Barton^am, and placed in the postroffice^ would reach 
TiuoKWAT the said Charles Henry PiMier; and that the said 
WiUiatn Thachvay could> by going to the said Bar^ 
tonAam, and making inquiries there, easily find out 
the house in which the said 0. 27. Pikher resided^ 
although he would not find out such house so easily 
by only knowing that the said 0. H. Packer's resi- 
dence was in the district called BarUmaham^ as he 
would if he knew that the said C. H. PUcher^s resi- 
dence was in Oreen Stree$, Bartansham, or at 1^ Argjfle 
Place, BartonBham. 

The Revising Barrister held the description of the 
place of abode to be sufficient ; and as the said 
WiUiam Thackway did not appear, struck his name 
out of the register. 

Thirteen other persons, whose names and qualifi- 
cations were set out in a schedule to this case, were 
also objected to by the said (7. H. PUcher ; and, failing 
to prove their respective qualifications, the Revising 
Barrister expunged their names ; but the like objec- 
tion to the notice of objection in each of their cases 
existed, and was taken before the Revising Barrister, 
and he gave the same decision thereon. 

If the Court was of opinion that such notices of 
objection were insufficient, then the name of the said 
WUUam Thackumy, and also the names of the several 
other persons mentioned in the said schedule, were to 
be restored to the respective lists of voters, from which 
the same had been expunged, and the register of 
voters was to be altered accordingly. 

But if the Court was of opinion that such notices of 
objection were sufficient, the register of voters was to 
remain unaltered. 



XXX. YICTOBIA. 881 

V. B. Cooke, Q. C. ( tf. 0. OriffiU with him) for the 1866. 
appellants. The appellant is not concladed by the t&ackwit 
Bevising Barrister's finding. He has set out the facts, Twmmu 
and asks the judgment of the Court upon them. The 
Court will say whether there was a sufficient com- 
pliance with the Act) and that is a question of law. 
Could it suffice to give as address ** Pimlico" when the 
particular address was No. 2, Warwick Square, or 
'^ Islington" where No. 3, Peter Street, was intended* 
Would it be enough to date from " The Strand ** or 
^* WhitehaU.'* Here are four streets, containing forty 
terraces, &c., The cleverness and resources of the 
post-office are not a fair test in comparison with the 
intelligence or leisure of ordinary persons ; WooUet 
T. Davis (a), is the nearest case to this. There 
the objector described himself as ''of *The Oaks,' 
on the register,"" &c. His name was on the list of 
voters, and in the fourth column the description of 
his qualifying property was " The Oaks \ " and the 
Court thought the Revising Barrister wrong in holding 
an address so general to be sufficient, and that he 
ought not to resort to the list to eke out the notice, 
and from it ascertain that '' The Oaks " was a place 
within the parish for which the list was made up. 

[Eeatiko, J. But the Revising Barrister has found 
" Thackway could easily find out the house.""] 

Yes, but he must go to the district called Bar- 
tonsham for that purpose, 

Henry James, for the respondent, was not called on 

(a) ILtOw.m; iC.B.116. 



V. 
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1866. Eau^ C. J. I think the decision should be affinned. 

Tbjlokwat The objector gave his place of abode as BatianJuxm. 
The 'statute requires in both the forms allotted to 
objectors. No. 10 and No. 11, that the "place of 
abode '' of the objector shall be given. He has done so 
by describing his abode as Bartansham in the notice, 
and the same address, joined with a more particular 
description of his residence, appears on the list of 
▼oters to which he refers. This is a literal compliance 
with the statute, but- 1 prefer to base our decision on 
wider grounda 

■ 

I think it is a question of fact (a) for the Revising 
Barrister, and that his finding is conclusive that there 
was here a sufficient obedience to the Act. Time was, 
and I presume in the memorjr of man, that there was 
a farm-house and farm called and well known as 
Bartansham. A change has come over it, but though 
it now contains villas, streets, and terraces, it is still 
well known as Bartanaham* In this well-known dis- 
trict the Revising Barrister finds that, bj the descrip- 
tion given, the objector's residence might easily have 
been found. I therefore think the description suffi- 
cient 

WiLLBS, Btlbs, and Ebatinq, J. J., concurred (6). 

Decision affirmed. 

(a) In Shddoth appellant, soffident infonnation is a ques* 

Flatcker, respondent, 2 Lutw. 11, tion of fiust for the Burister, and 

it was decided that whether a the Court wiU not review his de- 

notice of objection desciibee on dsion upon it. 

the &ce of it an objector's place (6) See OacUby, appellant, War- 

of abode is a question of law ; burton^ respondent^ 1 LtUw, 18G. 
whether such desaiption giyea 
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HiNDE, Appellant; Chorlton, Respondent 



Nw, 20. 



Bamfard, John. 


Waterloo, 
adham. 


Freehold 
Pew. 


Ko. 88, Centre Aisle^ 

Oldham Pariah 

Church. 



X HE case stated that at a court held for the revision By s Cfeo. 4, 
of the list of voters in and for the southern division of tkk^' dora 
the county of Lancaster, Frederick Clayton duly ob- J^S'echuroh 
jected to the following claim to be entitled to vote in ^' ch»pel-of- 

eftse Oi (/,f 

respect of property within the township of Oldham : — certain per- 
sons, including 

the rector, 
were ap- 
pointed trus- 
tees, with 
the necessaiy 
powers, for 
carrying 
the Act 
into exe- 
cution. The 
rector and his successors were to be the rectors of the church when rebuilt in like 
manner as of the old church. When the church should be erected the trustees were to 
allot and appoint an equal number of pews and seats to the several persons who were 
entitled to pews in the then present church, or were in the actual receipt of the rents 
and profits thereof. And all the new pews so allotted should be held ana einoyed in the 
same, and in as fiill and ample a manner as the then pews were held and e^oyed. The 
trustees were also impowered to sell and dispose of the fee-simple and inheritance of any 
of the pews or seats they should think fit to any persons being inhabitanta of or 
residents within the parochial chapelry of O. ; and such pews or seats should be vetted 
in the purchasers and their heirs and assigns for ever, and should and might be sold or 
devised by the proprietors thereof to any other persons being inhabitants within the said 
chapelry, subject to payment of the rents reserved. A form of conveyance was enacted, 
which purported to grant unto the purchaser, his heirs and assigns, all the pews sold, 
and all the right, &c., of the trustees in the same^ to hold to him his heirs and assigns 
for ever* 

Held, that the intention, rather than the words, of the Act must be regarded, and 
that it was evident from the object of the Act, and particularly the reservation of the 
rights of the rector, that not any portion of the freehold was intended to be conveyed, 
but merely the right to sit in a particular place in the church. Therefore, a pew so 
conveyed, producing more than 40t. a year, was neither freehold land or tenement (a) 
to confer the county franchise. 

(a) For a definition of "tenflment,** lee R, v. Tb^^uddls, i T. R, 671, where it it Mid to "apply to 
eveiy profit ietaing oat of land.'* 
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1866> The pew was in the body of the church or the 

HiiDB parochial chapel-of-ease of Oldham^ within the parish 
Chobltor. of Predwich-cum-Oldham, which had been rebuilt 
under and by virtue of an Act of Parliament (local, 
personal, and public) of the 5 Oeo. 4, c. Ixiy, entitled, 
** An Act for taking down and rebuilding the body of 
the church or ancient parochial chapel-of-ease of Oldr 
ham, within the parish of Pre8twiekr(nim'0ldham^ in 
the county palatine of Lancaster^ for providing addi- 
tional burial-ground, and for equalising the church- 
rates and for other purposes/' a copy of which 
accompanied and formed part of the case. 

By that Act, after reciting (inter alia) that the 
church or ancient parochial chapel-of-ease of Oldham^ 
within the parish of Preatwich-cum-Oldham^ and the 
tower thereof, were by lapse of time become very 
ruinous and decayed, and the said church was not 
sufficiently large for the accommodation of the in- 
habitants of the said chapelry, and that it was 
expedient that the body of the said church should be 
taken down, and that in lieu thereof a new church on 
an extended site, and of larger dimensions, should be 
erected. And reciting that the Rev. James Lyon, 
clerk, M.A., as rector of Predunch-cum-Oldham, was 
the patron of the said church of Oldham. It was (by 
sect 1) enacted that the rector of Prestwich-cuumr 
Oldham for the time being, the curate and church- 
wardens for the time being of the said church of 
Oldharriy together with certain persons in the Act 
named, and their successors, should be trustees for 
carrying the Act into execution. And the trustees 
were thereby empowered (sect 20) to pull down the 
body of the then present church, or such part or parts 
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thereof as they might think proper, and (by sect 21) 1866, 
to enlarge the site thereof, and to rebuild the same Bxmm 
of larger dimensions, with additional galleries, in the Caoufov. 
situation of the then present church, and to erect and 
set up (inter alia) such pews^ seats, galleries, and con- 
Teniences as to the said trustees should seem right and 
proper. 

And it was thereby further enacted (sect 24) that 
the said James Lyon^ the then rector, and his suc- 
cessors, rectors for the time being of the parish of 
PredmchrCum-OldJiamj should continue to be the 
rectors of the said church to be rebuilt by virtue of 
that Act in like manner as in (he eld or then present 
church. 

And it was thereby also enacted (& 27) that the 
body of the church to be rebuilt by virtue of that Act 
should, when the same should be built and completed, 
be from thenceforth for ever called and known by the 
name of, and to all intents and purposes be, the church 
of the parochial chapelry of Oldham. 

And it was thereby further enacted (sect 30) that 
when the body of the said church should be erected 
and completed, and such pews or seats as were in- 
tended to be erected therein, or the galleries thereof 
should be finished, the said trustees should allot and 
appoint an equal number of pews or seats therein to 
the several proprietors or persons who at the time of 
such allotment or appointment respectively would 
have been entitled to pews or seats in the then present 
church or the galleries thereof, or were in the actual 
receipt of the rents and profits thereof. And after such 
allotment, the trustees were required to set out and 
appropriate in the body of the said new church such a 

EB 2 
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1 866. number of seats as should afford ample provision for 
Hdtdb the decent and suitable accommodation of all persons 
Cbobltov. of what rank or degree soever who might be entitled 
to resort to the same, and whose circumstances might 
render them unable to pay for such accommodation, 
and the remainder of the pews or seats to, be erected 
or made by virtue of the now reciting Act should be 
leased or demised, sold or disposed of by the trustees 
in manner thereinafter mentioned. And all the new 
pews or seats which should be allotted to the several 
proprietors or persons so entitled to pews or seats in 
the then present church, or the galleries thereof 
should be held and enjoyed .by such proprietors or 
persons, their heirs, executors, administrators, succes* 
sors, and assigns, in the samie, and in as full and ample 
a manner as the then present pews or seats, in lieu of 
which such new pews or seats should be so allotted, 
were or ought to be held and enjoyed respectively. 

And it was thereby further enacted (sect. Si) that 
it should be lawful for the trustees, either by public 
auction or private contract, to lease or demise such or 
so many of the said pews or seats in the body of the 
said church (not otherwise appropriated in pursuance 
of that Act) as to them should seem meet, for any 
term of years not exceeding three years, to any person 
or persons being inhabitants of or residents within the 
said parochial chapelry of Oldham^ willing to take the 
same pews or seats respectively, and at any time or 
times (subject to any such lease or demise) to sell and 
dispose of the fee simple and inheritance of the same 
pews or seats or any of thein. And also to seU and 
dispose of the fee simple and inheritance of such or so 
many of Hie said pews or seats in the body of the said 



\ 
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church as should not be leased or demised as they the 1866. 
trustees should think fit, unto any person or persons, Hikdb 
being inhabitants of, or residents within the said Chobltov. 
parochial chapelry of Oldham, willing to take or 
become the purchasers of the same pews or seats 
respectively. And every such lease being signed by 
three or more of the said trustees, and by the lessee^ 
should be good, yalid, and effectual to lease and demise 
such pews or seats to such inhabitants or residents 
without any faculty or other instrument whatsoever. 
And from and after the execution of such conveyance 
as was thereinafter directed of such pews or seats as 
should be sold^ sfich pews or Beats should be vested in 
the purchaser or purchasers ihereof^ and his, her, or 
their heirs and assigns for ever. And should and might 
thereafter be sold, conveyed, devised, or otherwise 
parted with or disposed of by the proprietor or pro- 
prietors thereof for the time being to any other person 
or persons being inhabitants of, or residents within, 
the said parochial chapelry of Oldham, subject only to 
the payment of the rents reserved in respect of such 
pews or seats, and to the rules, rates, or impositions to 
which the same pews or seats, or the owners thereof, 
should or ought to become subject in pursuance of that 
Act And it should not be lawful for any purchaser 
or owner of any such pews or seats, so to be sold by 
virti^e of that Act, to sell, convey, let, assign, devise, 
dispose of, or bequeath the same to or for any person 
or persons not being an inhcdntant of, or resident within, 
the said parochial chapel/ry, but that all such last- 
mentioned sales, conveyances, leases, assignments, de- 
vises, and bequests, if any, should be null and void, 
and when any purchaser or owner of any such pew or 
seat, sold or conveyed, assigned, or leased or demised. 
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186 6. by virtue of that Act, shoidd die, and such pew or seat 

HniDB should not thereupon descend or go to some person 
Chobltov. being an inhabitant or resident within the said 
parochial chapelry, then every such lastrmentioned 
pew or seat should descend or go to the trustees acting 
in the execution of the now reciting Act, and be 
vested in them, and should and might be let or sold 
by them in manner therein provided respecting the 
leasing and sale of pews ; or, in case the functions of 
the trustees should have ceased, then such pew or seat 
should descend or go to the churchwardens of the said 
parochial chapelry, and should be vested in them, and 
should and might be by them let or sold and conveyed 
to any such inhabitants or residents aforesaid, and 
subject to the same or the like provisions thereinbefore 
made relative to the letting and sale of pews. And 
it was thereby declared that the moneys to arise by 
such leases and sales should be applied for the purposes 
of this Act. And all moneys to be received by the 
churchwardens as aforesaid should be applied for or 
towards the same purposes as the church-rates for the 
said parochial chapelry were applied. 

The form of conveyance by the trustees of pews or 
seats is given in sect 32, and it purports to grant unto 
the purchaser, his heirs and assigns, all the pews sold 
and all the right, title, and interest of the trustees to 
and in the same, to hold the same to the purchaser, 
his heirs and assigns for ever. And it is declared 
such conveyance should be good, valid, and effectual 
to all intents and purposes whatsoever, and against all 
and every person and per^ns whatsoever (a). 

(a) Besides the above the fol- Sect. 4. That if anj (me or 
lovriBg seciioDS were referred to more of the said trustees hereby 
by eounsel during the argument: named and appointed, or irho 
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The pev in question had been sold and conveyed 
for a valuable consideration by the trustees to an 
inhabitant of the said chapelry^ of whom the claimant^ 
also an inhabitant of the said chapelry, had purchased 



1866. 



Hmm 
r, 

Gbobi»tov; 



shall be ^>pomted in puxsnance 
of thiB Act (aaye and acx»pt such 
penoDfl as are hereby dedared to 
be tmsteet by yirtue of their re- 
epectiye offices)^ or their sao- 
eeuon to be elected in manner 
hereinafter mentioned, shall die or 
become incapable to act» or by 
writing under their hands, deU- 
yered to the clerk to the said 
trustees, shall refuse to act in the 
execution of this Act, then and in 
every such case it shall be lawful 
for the surviying or remaining 
trustees, or any three or more of 
them, from time to time to elect 
and appoint one other person 
(being an inhabitant of some or 
one of the townships of Oklkamt 
Moyttm, ChadderUm, or Crovypion, 
within the parish of Preatwichr 
€WBik-Cidham, aforesaid) to be a 
trustee in the room of each trustee 
so dying or becoming incapable of 
acting, or refusing to act; and 
notice of the time and place of the 
meeting for every such election 
shall be fixed on the principal 
door of the said church of Oldham, 
if such church shall be then stand- 
ing, but if there shall be no such 
church, then on the door of the 
chapel called ScUtU Peter' » Chapel, 
in Oldham aforesaid, and inserted 
in some newspaper published in 
the town of Manchetter, 14 days 
at the least before such meeting ; 
and every person so elected a new 
trustee as aforesaid, after taking 
the oath hereinbefore mentioned, 
shall be and is hereby empowered 



to act in the execution of this 
Act to all intents and purposes in 
as fall and ample a manner as a 
trustee in whose room or stead he 
shall have been so elected, or as if 
he had been herein named and 
appointed. 

Sect 18. That the said trustees 
msy sue and be sued for or con- 
cerning anything relating to the 
execution of this Act, in the name 
of their derk, or in the name of 
any one of the said trustees, on 
behalf of the said trustees; and 
no action or suit which shall be 
.so brought shall abate or be dis- 
continued by the death or re- 
moval of the person in whose 
name the same shall be brought 
or defended, or by his act; but 
the derk, for the time being, of 
the said trustees, or the successor 
of the trustee in whose name any 
action or suit shall be so brou^^t, 
shall always be deemed the plain- 
tiff or defendant in any such 
action. 

Sect 22. That aU and every 
the timber, stones, bricks^ iron, 
lead, and other materials of the 
present body of the said church 
and tower, and all such articles, 
matters, and things so to be 
erected, made, or provided, and 
all the stones, bricks, timber, 
iron, lead, &c, which shall be 
purchased or procured by order 
of the said trustees for rebuilding 
the body of the said church, and 
for repairing and rebuilding such 
tower thereto, and also the fenoes. 
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1866. 



HlKDB 

V. 
CHOBIffOV. 



the same The claimant did not occupy the pew by 
himself or his family^ but let sittings therein at rents 
varying from lOs. to 16*. per annum, to various per- 
sons, mostly inhabitants of the said chapelry, but 



gates, stiles, or other articles, &e., 
of which the fences to the present 
churchyard, ftc., consist, and all 
other appurtenances, Ac, shall 
belong to and be the property o( 
and the same and each and erery 
of them, and every part and par-, 
eel thereof, are and is hereby 
vested in the said trustees; and 
it shall be lawful for the said 
trustees, or any three or more of 
them, to bring, or cause to be 
brought, any action or actions, or 
direct the preferring of any bill or 
bills of indictment against any 
person or persons whd shall spoil, 
injure, or destroy the said church 
and tower, or any part- or parts 
thereof. . . . And in all such 
actions or bills of indictment, it 
shall be, and be deemed and taken 
to be, sufficient to state generally 
that the sud church, tower, article 
or articles, thing or things, for or 
on account of which such action 
shall be brought, &c., Ib or are the 
property of the trustees for taking 
down and rebuilding the body of 
the church or ancient parochial 
chapel-of-ease of Oldham, within 
the parish of Preatwich eum' Old- 
ham, ftc, without specifying the 
names of all or any of the said 
trustees. 

Sect 28. That it shall be law- 
ful for the said trustees, or any 
five or more of them, to sell and 
dispose of all. and every the tim- 
ber, stones, brick, iron, lead, and 
other materials of the body of the 
present church and tower, or any 



of tbem, or any part or parts 
thereof, to any person or persons 
whomsoever, either by public auc- 
tion or private contract, as to 
them shall seem meet, and the 
money arising by sucl) sale or 
sales shall be applied to the pur* 
IK>8es of this Act ; or it shall be 
lawful for the said trustees, if they 
shall think fit, and they are hereby 
empowered to employ or apply 
such timber, stones, bricks, &&, 
or any part or parts thereof, as to 
them shall seem right, in the re- 
building the body of the said 
church, or in altering, raising, 
repairing, or rebuilding the said 
tower, in such manner as they 
shall think proper. 

Sect. 25. That divine service, 
baptisms, churcbings, burials^ and 
all other matters and things whidi 
were, or used to be^ celebrated, 
solemnised, administered, had, 
done, and performed by the rector 
or curate for the time being in 
the said church, ftc, shall and 
may be celebrated, solemnised, 
... in like manner in the 
chancel of and belonging to the 
said church, or within or under 
the tower thereof, or in any other 
part of the said church that shall 
remain or be standing, or in the 
chapel called Saint Pder's Chapel, 
in Oldham aforesaid, or in any 
other church or chapel which may 
be erected and consecrated accord- 
ing to the forms and usages of the 
church of England, within tiie 
township of Oldham aforesaid. 
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some not The rents or payments thus received by 1866. 
the claimant for the pew exceeded 40& a-year from Hihdi 
the inhabitants of the said chapehry. Choblsov. 

No evidence was adduced that before the passing of 
the Act the soil and freehold of the body of the old 
church or of the site of the new church, which was 
the same as that of the old, was in any other person 
than the rector of the parish, and the Revising 
Barrister found that such soil and freehold still 
remained in him, unless the said Act and the said 
conveyances of the said pew had had the e£Pect of 
divesting the soil and freehold of that portion of the 
church, whereon or whereof the said pew stood, 
out of the said rector, and vesting the same in the 
claimant 

On behalf of the claimant it was contended, 1st, 
That the portion of the church itself of which the 
pew consisted was land, and that a base fee simple 
therein was vested in the claimant by virtue of the 
grant, under the powers of the Act of Parliament, 
from the trustees, among whom were the rector of the 
parish and the curate of the parochial chapel. 

2ndly. That if not land, the pew and the rents, or 
payments for sittings therein, must be considered a 
free tenement, as being a profit arising out of land, 
and therefore within the meaning of the 8 Hen. 6. c. 7, 
and therefore entitling the claimant to vote. 

On the other hand, it was contended by the ob- 
jector : — 

1st That the soil and freehold of the whole body of 

until such iime as the body of the dered fit for the celebration of 
Baid church shall be leboilt, com* divine aeryice therein, &c; 
pleted, and famiahed, and ren- 
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1866. the church still remained in the rector or curate, and 

Hin>B that the grant bj the trustees under the statute con- 

Chobuqm. veyed no other right or interest in any part of the said 

site or fabric of the churchy than did the allotment of 

a pew in a parish church to a parishioner, for the use 

of himself and his family, by virtue of a faculty. 

2ndly. That their right to, or property in, such pew 
or seat so granted or conyeyed (such pew or seat not 
being appurtenant to any house) was only an easement, 
and therefore no qualification, and that the claimant 
had not, under the Act of Parliament before referred 
to, any further or greater power, right, or property in 
such pew or seat, than he had, or would have had, 
previously by the common law. 

3rdly. That the claimant's interest in the pew could 
not be considered a free tenement within the meaning 
of the 8 Hetk 6. c. 7$ because it was not a right to any 
profit of the land, but at most only the easement for 
the claimant and his family to sit in the pew during 
divine service, with the statutory power of transferring 
the enjoyment of that easement for a valuable con- 
sideration, either for ever, or for a term, to any other 
inhabitants of the parish. 

The Revising Barrister was of opinion that the 
claimant had a freehold interest of inheritance in the 
nature of a base fee in the pew, and that he, in fact» 
lawfully derived above 40^. a year therefrom, but that 
the soil and freehold of the whole body of the church 
still remained in the rector, and consequently that 
neither the said pew nor the claimant's interest therein 
was his '^ free land.'' The Revising Barrister was also of 
opinion that the claimant's right and interest in the 
pew was not a " free tenement " within the meaning of 
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the Btatate of 8 Hen. 6, c. 7, bat onlj an easement 1 866. 
(similar to a pew enjoyed hj virtue of a faculty by an Hinds 
inhabitant in the body of any parish church) trans- Chouaor. 
ferable, indeed, to other inhabitants of the chapelry, 
under the provisions of the Act, without any faculty 
being necessary. 

The Revising Barrister, therefore, disallowed the 
claim, and erased the claimant's name from the list 

The questions involved being very nice, and the 
owners of such pews having for some years past been 
allowed to stand upon the register, the Revising Bar- 
rister thought it a fit case for the opinion of the Court 

of Common Pleas. 

If the Court should be of opinion that the said pew 

and the claimant's interest therein were neither such 
I free land or free tenement as to entitle him to vote in 

the election of knights of the shire, then his name 

was to remain erased. But if the Court should be of 

opinion that the said pew, or the claimant's interest 
I therein, was either such free land or tenement as to 

entitle him so to vote, then his name was to be 

restored. 

Twelve other cases, involving the right to vote for 

knights of the shire, in respect of pews in the said 

church, were consolidated with this appeal 

Joshua WiUiamSf Q. C, for the appellants. 

The question turns entirely on the language of the 
private Act, 5 Geo. 4, c. Ixiv. Another section, not set 
out in the case, sect. 22, seems to be important It 
provides for the vesting of the property of the materials, 
&a, of the old church in the trustees. Then, sect. 31 
provides very special and extraordinary powers to 
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1866. lease, &c. It is contended that the effect of the words 

Hmi of the Act is to vest the whole of the church in the 
y. 

Chokuov. trustees, and inasmuch, as it is fixed in the soil to 
pass the freehold and inheritance, which the Act has 
taken out of the parson. . If this were the ordinary 
case of the right to a pew bj prescription, of course 
there would be little to say. There would then exist 
a mere easement. The trustees, if not incorporated, 
could not hold the church. The Act, by implication, 
creates an incorporation of the trustees ; fuid by 
sect 22, the tower, &&, is made the property of the 
trustees If so, there can be no freehold in the rector. 



[Btlbs, J. But how, if they be a corporation, is a 
succession provided for ?] 

By sect. 4. An instance of corporations, created by 
implication, occurs in The Ooneertfotors of the River 
Tone V. Ash and others (a), where, by a private Act, it 
was provided that thirty persons, and their successors^ 
should be conservators of the river ; and there were 
clauses vesting an estate in fee-simple in the conserva- 
tors and their successors, and also providing for suc- 
cessors from time to time, and giving them, or any five 
appointed by the majority, authority to contract in, 
and to sue, and be sued, in the name of conservators 
of the River Tona It was held, that as it manifestly 
appeared from the different clauses, that the conser- 
vators should take land by succession, and not by in- 
heritance, although they were not created a corporation 

(a) 10 B. ft C. Zi9. 
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by express words, they were so by implication. So 1866. 
again in Ex parte the Newport Marsh Trudeee (a). ^'^" 



[Mdliah intimated he would not contest that a cor- 
poration might be created by implication.] 

But whether they be a corporation or not, the effect 
of the powers conferred by sects. 31 and 32, giving the 
form of conveyance, is to operate as a grant, divesting 
the pews out of the trustees, and vesting it in the 
grantee. This conveyance is to be good, valid, and 
effectual, to all intents and purposes whatsoever. 

[Welles, J. Do you contend that the grantee has a 
property in the soil and freehold so as to maintain 
trespass ? Could he keep an ass there ?] 

He could not do that, because the Act indicates the 
way in which the pew is to be enjoyed ; but he might 
maintain an action of trespass. " A man may have an 
inheritance in an upper chamber, though the lower 
buildings and soil be in another.'' (6). 

In Elliott on Registration^ (o), Mr. Elliotb says, 
" Also under some of the modem Acts of Parliament 
for building new churches, a freehold interest is ex- 
pressly given to persons purchasing pews under the 
provisions of these Acts/' This he states, after citing 
Mainwaring v. GfHes (d), which decides that the right 
to a pew can only be claimed as attached to a house. 
This opinion has been acted upon, as the case finds, 
for years. 

An easement in gross cannot be granted to a man 

(a) 16 Sim. Zi6; Co, lAU. (c) F&ge 88. 

250, a. (d) 6B.h Aid. 856. 

(5) Co.IAU.i%,h. 



y. 
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1866. and his heirs and assigns for ever. Sach, for instance^ 
HixDB as a right of way. It might, perhaps, to a man 
CeoBUoir. himself. 

[WiLLES, J. Not even to him^ so as to bind the 
assignees of the grantor. It is not like a fishery, for 
instance.] 

That is, a profit d prendre. 

[WiLLBS, J. But a pew is not a profit d prendre, 
A pew is not within Lord TenterdevCa Act (a), and 
cannot be acquired as an easement by user. It can 
only be held on the presumption of a faculty.] 

It is contended that the pew is a corporeal here- 
ditament. The special Act grants the fee-simple and 
inheritance of the pqws. 

At least, this pew is a tenement That word is used 
in the statute Heii. 6, *' free land or tenement" 

Roberts y. Percival {b) decides that certain inmates 
of Lord Burghley's Hospital had each such an equitable 
freehold interest in the land, by reason of the specific 
room allotted to him, as conferred a vota The latter 
part of sect 31, authorising the churchwardens to re- 
enter and take possession, seems to favour the con- 
tention that it was intended by the Act to vest a 
corporeal tenement. 

[Byles, J. But that power is reserved to the church- 
wardens only f| 

Yes; but for and on behalf of the trustees. 

(a) See 6Ue mi JSaten^aUg, by (&) 1 Hop. & PkU. 121 ; IS 
W. H, WUUs, p. 145, note (a). C. B. N. 8. 86. 
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[Btles» J. The lessee is described as "occupier 1866. 
thereof*"] Hiroi 

y. 
Cbobuov. 

Bat a man cannot be said to " occupy" an easement. 
Besides, this may be sold, it may descend, it may be 
devised. 

It has been long the usage and understanding of the 
profession, that this qualification conferred a vote. 

[Eelb, C. J. Looking at the words " subject to the 
rules, regulations, &c.," in sect. 31, are they such as 
to prevent the proprietor using it on a week day ?] 

Perhaps sect 27 is the answer to that. 

[Keating, J. Sect. 24 seems impliedly to reserve 
the rights of the rector and his successors to the new 
church ?] 

It does not mention the freehold. This is, at least, 
a "tenement" in which the claimant has an estate in 
fee-simple, notwithstanding that it cannot be sold or 
devised to a non-inhabitant. 

MeUish, Q. C. (HoUcer with him), for the respondents. 

The question is, whether, according to the true and 
necessary construction of this Act, the freehold at any 
time vested in the trustees, so as to pass when they 
sold the pews, or whether the word " pew " here means 
merely the right to sit in a certain seat in the church. 
The latter, it is contended, is the true construction. 
At the common law, no one could lay claim to a pew 
except as an easement appurtenant to a house. There 
have been cases of Lords of Manors, in which they have 
been presumed to have reserved the freehold. A case 
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1866. recently occurred of that kind, before Eikdebslet, V.C, 
Hiroi Churton ▼. Frewen (a). 



T. 

Choaliov. 



[Btlbs, J. Could the Lord of the Manor use it for 
anj other purpose ?] 

One would bblj not; it would be an ecclesiastical 
offence. 

[Eeatinq, J. Could he vote by reason of it ?] 

In Mainwaring ▼. OHea (&), Waison's Clergyman's 
Law (c) is quoted, *' for first it has been adjudged, that 
if an ordinary make a grant of seat to one and his 
heirs, it is not good/' &c. To adopt the appellants 
vieWy we must then decide that the Act creates an 
estate not known to the law. An Act of Parliament, 
of course, can do so. But what estate so anomalous as 
one to A. and his heirs, and then to some other, if the 
heirs are not inhabitants. 

Then does the freehold vest in the grantee. The 
inconvenience that would follow is against this. If it 
does, he is entitled to the use of it at all time& He 
may bring ejectment and trespass in respect of it, and 
the sheriff might be put in motion to give him posses- 
sion of it. He might raise or lower it^ enjoy it with a 
door or without one, and paint it with what colour he 
liked* The ordinary use of the word pew is to describe 
the right to sit in it during divine servica Too much 
stress should not be placed on the use in any section 
of words which ordinarily pass the fee, but the scope 
and intention of the Act must be regarded. This was 

(a) S5 Law J., N. S., Ch. 692; (6) 6 B. & A. 860. 

& a 12 Jurist^ N. & 879. (c) Page 716. 



XXX. VICTORIA. 399 

an old church of which the freehold tvaa in the rector. 1866. 
Is there manifest an intention to alter that? [He Hiimi 
reviewed sects. 17, 18, 20, 21.] Sect. 22 is especially to Choblton, 
be relied on. There is no intention to vest the new 
building in the trustees. If there was, two lines would 
have done it ; but, bj the particularity of the language, 
it is expressly limited to the stones, &c., of the old 
church and the materials to be purchased for the new. 
There is no mention of the burial ground or church- 
yard. The object of the section was that, in the case of 
removal or theft of the loose materials, there should be 
fitting persons to maintain trover or a prosecution. No 
intention to alter the ordinary ecclesiastical law is ap- 
parent. If such existed, it would have been easy to 
expres& By sect 24, the rights of the rector for the 
time being are reserved. Among these is the freehold. 
Sect 30 gives to those interested in or possessing seats 
in the old church pews in the new, and they are to hold 
them *' in as full and ample a manner as the present 
pews.'' Now, no one contends that they could be 
before the Act acquired except by a faculty or as an 
easement, and not as estates in fee. 

Sect 31 alludes to a faculty, enacting that ** without 
any faculty or other instrument whatever " a lease or 
conveyance should suffice. 

[Ere, C. J. Tour argument is, that the statute 
confers no more than might, by easement or faculty, 
be acquired at the common law ?] 

Yes. There is nothing in the Act to show that the 
pews are not to be repaired with the church in the 
ordinary way. 

VOL. L H. p. F F 
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1 866 [Btlbs, J. Is it necessary for appellants to show 

HnrDi that the estate may descend? Is it not' enough to 
Chouioit. show it to be a tenement ?] 

But tenement cannot mean a mere easement. 

[Btles, J. A right of common is a tenement^ a 
right of way is not.] 

He referred to Lord Cohens definition of tenements (a). 

It has been recently held that a rent-seck may be 
a tenement to confer a vote. Dodda v. Thomp- 
son (b). 

Since Achroyd v. Smith (cj), it is doubtful to what 
extent a right of way or other easement can be con- 
veyed in gross (d). 

WiUiam8f in reply. Even though an easement may 
not be capable of being conveyed in gross to a man 
and his heirs, yet there is evidently something here 
which the statute intended to convey for an estate of 
inheritance. 

Eeatikq, J. Do you contend that those proprietors 
who held pews in the old building, and have had, under 
sect. 30, others in the new church allotted to them, 
possess a freehold in the substituted pews f) 

That perhaps is not clear, though the words in 



(a) Co, Liu, 19 b, treating on (e) 10 C, B. 164. 
Stat of WestminBter, 2. (d) See a learned note on thia 

(6) 1 Hop. & Ph, 286 ; 1 X. J2. subject, by Mr. W. U. WiOeg, in 

e. B. 188. hia edition of Oale on E^umeMi. 
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sect. 30, " the receipt of the rents and profits thereof/' 1866. 
favour that view. The language, however, of the Act Hnroi 
in the two sections 30 and 31 differs. In the one case, GhoLtoit. 
it uses the words, ** allot and appoint,'' in the other is 
contained a power to create a freehold estate, viz., the 
fee and inheritance, and to vest in the purchaser all 
the estate and interest of the trustees. That must 
mean something more than a '^ right to sit " in the 
pew. 

Erle, C. J, I think that the Revising Barrister 
was right, and that the appellants did not acquire the 
right to vote for the countj in respect of the pews in 
question as owners of freeholds of the value of forty 
shillings a-year. The question raised is, whether the 
Act which had for its object the rebuilding of the 
church was intended to operate so as to create a free- 
hold tenement within the statutes, 8 Hen. 6, and the 
Reform Act, 2 Wm, 4, cap. 45. I think it was not so 
intended. The object of the Act in question was to 
provide funds to meet the expenditure required for the 
pulling down the old and rebuilding the new church of 
sufficient size to meet the wants of an increased and 
increasing community. For this purpose some valuable 
rights were created of an ecclesiastical nature, and by 
peculiar considerations these must be judged. The 
power of Parliament is, of course, in such matters, 
omnipotent, and if it has unmistakeably enacted what 
it is said to have done, we must hold accordingly. But 
though some of the words are strong, they are not ex- 
press, and it is our duty to gather the meaning of the 
legislature from the whole scope and provisions of the 
Act applied to the particular subject-matter. Now, by 
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1866. sect. 24, the rights of the rector of the parish are ex- 
HiHDB pressly reserved. Yet the freehold of the old church 
CHOELToir. ^as one of those rights by law vested in the rector, 
therefore, by this section, the freehold of the new- 
church is continued in the rector. Nor are the sec- 
tions vesting the tower and materials, &c., in the 
trustees inconsistent with this view. They are to be 
construed in reference to the purpose of the Act, and 
are provided for temporary convenience, for the pur- 
pose of giving a statutory title, so that declarations in 
trover or indictments for larceny might be sustained 
Such provisions are certainly insufficient to show an 
intention to take the freehold of the tower and church 
out of the rector, and vest it in the trusteea Then the 
freehold being in the rector, the question arises as to 
the pews and the nature and extent of the grant by 
the trustees. Now, it has been urged in a learned 
argument, that if this is not freehold land, at least it 
must be a tenement, and so confers the qualification to 
vote. It is plain it is not b, profit a prendre. It more 
resembles an easement, although an easement cannot 
be assigned to a man, his heirs and assigns, as this 
is by express statutory enactment. I am of opinion, 

• 

that what is conveyed is merely the right to sit in a 
particular part of the church during divine service and 
nothing more. Sect. 30 is almost decisive of this, for 
by it the rights of the proprietors of pews in the old 
church are provided for, and an allotment of others in 
the new secured to them. By that section, as I read it, 
they take the substituted pews in the same way and to 
the same extent as the former ones. Sect 31 enables the 
trustees to convey to new purchasers similar rights to 
those enjoyed by the old owners. These are rights to go 



XXX. VICTORIA. 403 

to the church during divine service, and to use the pew 1866. 
or seat in all ways consistent with ecclesiastical pur- Hihdi 
poses and usage. It could not be intended that such a Ghoiuaon. 
conveyance would give the right to desecrate the 
church, or that it should be subject to a writ of pos* 
session levied by the sheriff, or be put to any purpose 
temporal or secular. No doubt a much longer term of 
enjo}rment has been conferred than would attach to 
such a right at common law. There was good reason 
for that Many would give larger sums for a right of 
longer continuance and* a more enduring interest. 
What was sold was then, to my mind, the mere right 
to sit in the pew. It would be impossible to contend 
that this was a fee-simplcy although granted to heirs 
and assigns, inasmuch as the interest is limited to 
descend only to the heirs being inhabikLnta or residents 
within the parochial chapelry. The church being a 
place of worship, with rights and duties well ascer- 
tained in regard to it, the legislature must be taken to 
have intended to confer no such expanded right or 
estate as would be inconsistent with the object of such 
a building. 

WiLLES, J. I am of the same opinion. I think it 
is demonstrable that it was not the intention of the 
Act to create any new right except in one parti- 
cular. It first enables the trustees to do that 
which before the Act might be done by obtaining a 
faculty. The ordinary form of faculty was to a man 
and his family so long as they continued inhabitants 
of a certain house in the parish, though sometimes '' of 
a certain house " was omitted (a), but no action for 
disturbance of a pew would lie at common law unless 

(a) Bum*8 Ecc. Law, Ari, Church Div, Seat, 
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1866. by prescription, the right to the pew was annexed to u 
BiBjm particular house. A faculty was not considered a mere 
CHoufov. license, because unless great inconvenience was known 
to result thereby to the inhabitants, it was but seldom 
revoked. The new right conferred by the Act in ques- 
tion is the power to transfer the same right to others, 
and only such a right as existed before. There was 
neither reason or necessity for passing a freehold in 
the land. The language of sects. 31 and 32 seem to be 
satisfied by holding that they confer a right to a pew, 
but pass no fee-simple in the land. The expression 
used is '' pew or seat " throughout, and especially in 
the clause authorising the sale " of the fee-simple and 
inheritance of such or so many of the said pews or 
seats in the body of the said church.'' This language 
appears to me express, to indicate a pew right, and the 
form of conveyance given is appropriate. It is merely 
the pew or right to sit which is given. 

Even if the language of the Act had been large 
enough to include the soil itself, I should still be of 
the same opinion, when I take into account the inci- 
dents of the freehold of the church, the purposes to 
which it is dedicated, and the inconvenience likely to 
arise from the vesting of portions of the freehold in 
persons other than the rector. There is a series of 
authorities in which words in Acts of Parliament ap- 
pearing to vest the land in persons entrusted with great 
public undertakings or charged with a duty on behalf 
of the public, have been construed and held simply to 
give to su«h persons the control over the soil necessary 
for the carrying out of the objects of the Acts. Stracey 
V. Nelson (a) is an instance. There a statute had 

(a) 12 M. & W. 635. 
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enacted that, '' the property of and in all lands, tene- 1866. 
ments • • . should be and were thereby vested in Hihds 
the Commissioners of Sewers/' and the court adopted Choutok. 
a construction which did some violence to the words 
of the Act in order to comply with its intention, which 
the court conceived was not that the Commissioners 
should take the fee-simple* 

So in Badger v. 8(wih JTorkahire Railway, and River 
Dun Navigation Company (a), where the words of the 
particular statute were held to confer no power on the 
company to purchase the soil over which towing paths 
had been set out, but only an easement necessary f<Nr 
the purpose of the undertaking. If I were to seek by 
a formula to describe shortly the decision which we 
have come tO) I should express it thus : ^* A statutory 
right in a man, his heirs and assigns, being parishioners, 
to worship according to law in a defined part of a 
church, does not, though worth 409. a-year, confer a 
right to vote for knights of the shire.^ 

Btles, J. I am of the same opinion. I am satisfied 
on the argument that the trustees had not the owner- 
ship of the soil. But even so, of course they might by 
virtue of the Act of Parliament, if it had been so in- 
tended, have passed an estate in fee-simple. But I 
think it was not here so intended, and no such estate 
has passed. Nor do I think that even a tenement has 
been created, but it seems to me I cannot add anything 
usefully to what has fallen from the Lord Chief Justice 
and my brother Willbs, with all of which I entirely 
agree. 

Ebating, J. On reading the Act for the first time, 

(a) 28 X. /. Q. B. 118 Ex, Ch. 
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1866. one is natarallj struck with the very wide terms used 
HiHDi to convey this pew right ; but upon consideration I am 
Chobutov. convinced that it was not the intention of the legis- 
lature to confer such a freehold interest as would en- 
title to vote. I think that Mr. WiUiams failed to show 
that the freehold of the church had been transferred 
from the rector, in whom it undoubtedly was before 
the pulling down of the old church, to the trustees ; 
and although I quite admit the competency of Parlia- 
ment to enable the trustees to create a freehold estate, 
yet the sections do not show that it was intended they 
should have that power. Indeed sect. 30 alone pro- 
duces a strong impression on my mind, where the 
power is given to allot to those who possessed pews in 
the old church others in the new one. The words, " pews 
and seats,'' describing the interest the former holders 
were to possess, are the same as those in sect& 31 and 32, 
and yet it is added, that the pews are to be held and 
enjoyed in as full and ample a manner as the then 
present pews or seats in lieu of which such new pews 
. should be so allotted, were or ought to be held, &c. The 
old pews were clearly not freehold, and this is strong to 
show the intention of the Act. 

Decision affirmed. 
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Bbnnett, Appellant; Brumfitt, Respondent. 

T^HIS was a case stated for the opinion of the Court 1867. 

on appeal from the Bevising Barrister of the 'jz — — — 
borough of Liverpool An objector 

William BrumJUt objected to the name of Frederick S^a iJS!.''™ 
Caple being retained on the list of voters for the said P'^d his 

*^ ® notice with a 

borough* stamp on 

It vas'contended on behalf of the appellant that graved a /ac^ 
the notice of objection was not signed by the said ^jj**^^ 



la- 

WiUiam Brumfitt. Jw'T^'^? 

'' ^ tnat the notice 

By the 17th section of the statute 6 Vid. c. 18, it wassnfficientiy 

signed within 

is enacted that "every notice of objection shall be 6Ftc«. cis, 
signed by the person objecting/' 

The usual signature of the said WiUiam Brumfitt 

VOL. I. H. p. a a 
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1867. ^as engraved in fac-simile on a stamp, and the said 
Behnxtt " ^*Kwtw» BrumfiU himself, by his own hand, impressed 
Bbuxfitt *^^^ stamp upon the notice of objection. The Re- 
vising Barrister found that the notice of objection was 
signed by the person objecting, as required by the 
above section of the said statute, and the said Frede- 
rick Oaple not appearing in answer to the said objec- 
tion to prove his title to vote, the Revising Barrister 
erased the name of the said Frederick Caple from the 
list of voters for the said borough. 

The question for the opinion of the Court was 
whether the said notice of objection was signed by the 
person objecting, as required by the aforesaid section 
of the said statute. 

If the Court was of opinion that the said notice of 
objection was not so signed, the name of the said 
. Frederick Caple was to be reinstated on the list of 
voters for the said borough. 

W, T. Charley^ for the appellant. 

First The rule of construction, which governs this 
case, is stated by Tindal, C. J., in Hyde v. Johnson (a) : 
" In construing a statute we must not look to cases of 
very rare and singular occurrence, but to those of 
every day's experience, and whatever may be the con- 
sequence, we must interpret the statute adbording to 
the plain import of the language employed in it. 
What, then, is the meaning of the word '^signed, 
employed in the 17th sect, of the statute 6 VicL c. 
18? In Webster^s Dictionary (s. v. " sign ''},'*' to sign 
a paper, &&, is defined to mean, to write one's name at 

(a) 2 Bififf. N. a 776, 780. 
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the foot or underneath ; the declaration, Szc, by which 1867. 
the person makes it his own act;'' "to sign one's bknnistt 
name" is "to write or subscribe it on the paper/' 
" To write " is defined to mean, " to form by a pen on 
paper or other material, or by a graver on wood or 
stone. We write characters on paper with pen and ink : 
we write them on stone with a graving tool" The 
objector in this case did not write his name on the 
notice of objection : the engraver wrote a copy of the 
objector's name on the stamp ; and the objector merely 
impressed on the notice a copy of the copy of his name 
written on the stamp. Suppose the objector had 
signed his name, and then his clerk had copied the 
signature, and then the objector had, by means of a 
copying press, taken an impression of the clerk's copy, 
could this copy of a copy of the objector's signature be 
said to be the objector's signature ? . A painter could 
not make a copy of his picture the original, even by 
signing his name to it. Lord Coke, commenting on 
the words of the Statute of Enrolments (a), " except 
the same bargain and sale be made by writing," says, 
**it must be by writing and not by print or stamp." 
An authority in the English language as old as Coke, 
— the authorised version of the Bible — may be re- 
ferred to in illustration of the meaning of the word 
" sign." The word occurs three times, viz. : in Daniel 
VI. 8, 9, 10 ; and a reference to Gesenius' Hebrew 
Lexicon shews that the original word translated "sign," 
can only mean to " write " — " commit to writing." 

[WiLLBS, J. May not the inscriptions discovered 

(a) 9 InstU. 672. 
GG 2 
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] 867. on ancient bricks and tiles have been impreesed with a 
B.KNETT stamp?] 



V. 

BRUMnrr. 



Exod. zxxix 30, and Deut yi. 9, bear out the 
definition of the word, " write," contained in Webster's 
Dictionary. A distinction is made in this yery 
statute between "printing" and "writing," so that 
the maxims, "expressio unius est exclusio alterius," 
and " Expressam facit cessare taciturn " apply. 

[Btlss J. Suppose the person objecting could not 
write and only made his mark. Would that be suf- 
ficient ?] 

That is a case which the statute has not proyided 
for. Writing implies tracing out by the hand of the 
person who writes. In Toms y. Cuming (a), a notice of 
objection had been signed by the objector himself; a 
copy of the notice had been signed with his name, by 
his agent, in his presence and by his direction, and the 
question was, could this copy so signed be considered 
a " duplicate " notice within the 100th sect, of this 
Act ? The Court held that it could not, because the 
duplicate notice, as well as the original, must be signed 
by the "person objecting" himself. TindoLl^ C. J., 
says, " The natural meaning is, that there shall be a 
personal signature." Maule, J., observes (b), " I con- 
ceive that it was necessary to prove before the 
Revising Barrister the handwriting of the objector to 
both the documents." ' Gresawell, J. (c) "The name 

(a) 1 LtUw, 200 ; S. C. 7 Afcm. (b) 1 M, A G, p, U. 

ds Or.SS; % SooU, N. R, 910. (c) 1 Lutw. 206. 
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shall be subscribed by himself/' JFrte, J., "The sig- 1867. 
nature to a notice of objection shall be in the Aanct- brnnmt 
writing of the objector/' Toms v. Cuming is com-. ^^J^; 
mented on and explained in Leuns v. Roberta (a). In 
TroUer v. Walker (6), which may seem to support the 
view of the respondent, the signature was proved to be 
in fact the handwriting of Leonard Sedgwick, the 
*' person objecting.'' In BrumfiU v. Bremner (c), Byles, 
J., said, ''The word 'sign' (in sect 41 of this Act) means 
signing in the popular sense. It means the same as if 
it had been said, ' He shall write his name.' " And 
again, "The word is used in sect 47 in the ordinary 
sense of ' signed by his own hand ' " (d). 

[Esathtg, J.) referred to the cades decided under the 
Statute of Frauds.] 

In Taylor on Eyidencoi § 1011, 4th Ed. p. 942, three 
classes of cases are specified. 1* Cases in which the 
party himself must sign, and the signature of an agent 
will not suffice. 2. Cases in which an agent, duly 
authorized in writing, may sign ; and 3. Cases in which 
an agent may sign without any written authority. 
Cases upon the 4th and 17th sects, of the Statute of 
Frauds fall under the 3rd class, in which the least 
stringent rule is adopted; while cases upon the 17th 
section of the 6 Vid. c. 18, fall under the 1st class, in 
which the most stringent rule is adopted. 

(a) K,4i G, Rtg, OoBes, 402; S. C. (c) K, ds 0. Reg, Catet, 866 ; 9 
11 C. A, N. S. 23. . a B,, N. S. I 

(6) K. A O. Beg. Caaea, 634 ; S. O. (d) K. A G. 367. 
13 a A, N, S. 30. 
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1867. Secondly, to hold this a sufficient signature would 

Bkknett defeat the policy of the Act and open a door to fraud. 
In Toms v. Cuming {uhi stipra), Mauie, J., said : — • 
''If the intention of the statute is considered, the 
reason for such a provision is self-apparent. Cases 
would otherwise frequently happen in which a great 
number of notices of objection might be sent by post, 
and all the persons so objected to would be bound to 
attend the Court, and defend their votes, but would find 
nobody to support the objections. Tfien, when they 
came to look for the objector, it might turn out that 
the party whose name was at the bottom of the notice 
never authorized it to be placed there. It was the 
object of the Act to prevent such occurrences." ^'The 
enactment," said Erie, C. J., in Leuns v. Roberts (u&t 
supra), ''provides against a man of straw being put 
forward different from the party who is expected to 
come forward. The objector must be a real person in 
each case, for his own handwriting is to appear, estop- 
ping the individual from saying that it is not his 
name." In the case of a " groundless or frivolous and 
vexatious objection," the barrister is empowered, by 
section 46, to order the party so objecting to pay the 
costs of the party objected to. How is the party 
objected to to prove the signature appended to the 
notice to be genuine? According to Taylor on Evi- 
dence, 4th Ed. p. 1555, s. 1660, there are three ways 
of proving a signature. 1. By calling the writer him-- 
self. But how could anyone swear that he had affixed 
the stamp to one particular notice out of, perhaps, 
thousands of notices? 2. By calling some one who 
saw the signature written. But how could anyone 
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swear that he saw the party impress the stamp on the 1867. 
particular notice? 8. By calling some one acquainted "benhktt 
with the handwriting. But could anyone swear that 
this was the objector's handwriting ? To hold this a 
sufficient signature would open a door to fraud. Any- 
one might get possession of the stamp and use it. 
But no one could steal the hand and arm of the 
objector. 

[BoviLL, C. J., referred to the possibility of forging 
the signature.] 

Yes, but detection would be more easy. 

C. GrompUm^ for the respondent, was' not called 
upon. - 

* 

BoYiLL, C. J. The question in this case is, whether 
the notice of objection was properly " signed '' within 
the meaning of the 6 YicL a 18, s. 17. I think this 
signature a perfectly good one within the meaning of 
the Act of Parliament. There is no doubt it would be 
sufficient to satisfy the Statute of Frauds. To the same 
effect are the decisions under the Statute of Wills. 
The decision of the revising barrister is, therefore, 
in my judgment, perfectly correct. Every signature 
requires the aid of some instrument besides the hand 
which directs it. That which is commonly used is a 
pen or a pencil. I see no distinction between using a 
stamp where it is the personal act of the party apply- 
ing it to the paper and the forming characters by 
means of a pen or a pencil. In each case it seems to 
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1867. ^^ it is the signatare of the partj placed upon the 
BEiriTBTT pap^r hy the party himself. It is his personal act, and 
beyond aU doubt a signing by him. If he were to 
make use of a pencil instead of a pen there is express 
authority that the signature would be sufficient, and if 
he took for the purpose a painting-brush and painted 
his name, it could not be contended that that was not 
equally a good mode of signing. In this case there 
was a more complete instrument used, but the same 
reasoning applies. It was used by and was the act of 
the party himself, and the impression of his name was 
the signature of the very man by whom the Act of 
Parliament requires the notice to be signed. 

WiLLES, J. I am entirely of the same opinion. The 
use of a stamp in the manner described in the case is 
merely a compendious mode of writing the name. In 
some cases the law has undoubtedly attached great 
importance to the actual subscribing of the name to 
documents of state and public concern, and possibly it 
may still in this sense be necessary in cases requiring 
the sign-manual of the sovereign* This has led in 
certain instances to changes by authority of the Les^s- 
lature, as for instance, in the case of the signature on 
behalf of the Bank of England to the bank notes of 
the currency (a). I agree with the reasoning of my 
Lord that, as there must always be the intervention 
of some instrument for the purpose of signing, the use 
of this one in the manner described is a compliance 
with the requirements of this Act of Parliament. 

(a) 27 <fc 28 Vict. c. 78. 
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Btlbs^ J. I am of the same opinion. It is plain 1867. 
this would be a sufficient signature within the Statute bknnbtt 
of Frauds, and less has been decided to be sufficient 
under the Wills' Act. A mere cross properly attested 
has been held to be a formal signature to so im- 
portant a document as a will. In Baker v. Dening (a), 
the point arose on a question of title under a 
codicil which bore only the devisor's mark, but was 
properly attested. Evidence was given to show that 
the testator was able to write, and it was contended 
that a mark in such a case could not operate as a sig- 
nature, but the "Court held that the mark was a 
signature under the Statute of Frauds then governing 
the execution of wills, and that it was not necessary 
to its validity to prove that the testator could not 
write at the time. We have heard of persons being 
bom without hands or feet If the argument of the 
appellant were to prevail, they could by no means 
whatever sign a document. 

EEATura, J. I am of the same opinion. I see no 
reason why one should put a different construction 
upon this statute in this respect than that warranted 
by the cases under the Statute of Frauds and Statute 
of Wills. In Lobb v. Stanley (6), Patteson, J., says " the 
object of all the statutes is merely to authenticate the 
genuineness of the documents." Here the document 
seems to me thoroughly authenticated by means of a 
stamp comprising the name of the party and affixed by 
his hand. 

Decision affirmed. 

(a) QA.tifE. 94. (6) 6 Q, 5. 581. 
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ACTUAL POSSESSION. 

• 

See Cestui que use. 
Qualification (B) 9. 

ACTUAL SEVEBANCE. 
See HousE^ 1. 

AGE. 
See Claimaitt. 

AXMS. 
See Qualification (A) 1. 

AMENDING CLAIM. 
See Objection 8. 

ANNUAL VALUE, INSUF- 
FICIENT. 

See Qualification (B) 9. 

AJPPELLANT, HEARING CASE 

OF. 

To entitle an appellant to have his 



case heard, there must have been 
strict compliance with the re- 
quirements of sect. 42 of 6 & 7 
Vict c. 18; and, if reliance is 
placed on consent, or waiver of 
them bj the respondent, such 
consent or waiver must be dearly 
and unequivocally proved. Scott 
V. Durant, 269 



BEDESMEN. 
See Hospital, 3. 

BOROUGH VOTE. 
See Qualification A. 

BRIDGE, SHAREHOLDERS 

OR 

See QuALiFiOAXiON (B) 4f, 5. 

BUILDING. 

See Otheb Building. 
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BUILDING SOCIETY. 
See QuALiriCATioiT (B) 1. 



CESTUI QUE TRUST. 

The Ckftui que trust for life of an 
undiyided one-flixth share of 
houaes and land, for the residue 
of a term of 999 years, with a 
gifb oyer to his children, is not 
the equitable assignee of the 
residue of the term, nor entitled 
to a county Tote under the Be- 
form Act, s. 20, and the 6 Vict 
c. 18., s. 74. Gavnrfori v. Free- 
num. 829 

See also QrAuncATioiir (B) 9. 

CESTUI QUE USE. 

The Cestui que use, under a convey- 
ance to uses of a rent-charge 
created previously by deed, is, by 
force of the Statute of Uses (27 
Sen. 8, c 10, s. 1), "in the 
actual possession thereof" within 
the meaning of 2 Will. 4, c. 45, 
B. 26, immediately on the execu- 
tion of the conveyance, though 
no portion of the rent be received. 
Aliter, of a grant of a rent- 
charge at common law. Heelis 
V. Blmn. 189 

CHABITT. 

See QuALrpiCATioir (A) 1. 
EuBBicsir o? BoBouan, 1. 
Hospital, 1, 2. 

CHUECH, FBEEHOLD PEW 

IN. 

See QuALincATiON (B) 10. 



CLAIMANT, ABSENCE OP. 
See Objectioit 4. 

CLAIMANT, AGE OP. 

It is not necessary that the claim- 
ant should have been of full age 
during all the twelve months of 
occupation. It is sufficient that 
he is so at the time of the revision 
of the lists, as it would have been 
formerly at the moment of voting. 
The revision, under 6 Viet, c 18, 
is created to obviate the disputes, 
as to votes, formerly carried on 
at the polling booths. Powell v. 
Bradley. 159 

COMMON LAND, SHAEE IN. 
See Fabish Cubbx. 

COMPANIES ACT, 1862. 
See Pabtitebship, illxgal. 

COMPOUNDING POB BATES. 
See PooB Bate, 2. 

COEPOEATION. 

See QuALiFiOATioir (A) 1. 
Pbeeion, 1. 

COUNTY VOTE. 
See QuALincATioir B. 



DATE OP NOTICE OF 
OBJECTION. 

See Objbctiok 7. 

DESCRIPTION OP HOUSE. 

See Objection 8. 
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DESCRIPTION OF OBJECTOR. 

See Objegtiok 2. 

DESCRIPTION OF OBJEO- 
TOR'S PLACE OF ABODE. 

See Objeotiow 12. 

DESCRIPTION OF PERSON 
OBJECTED TO. 

See Objection 1. 

DUPLICATE NOTICE OF 
OBJECTION. 

See Objection 5. 



EQUITABLE ASSIGNEE. 
See Cbstui qxtb tbtjst. 

EQUITABLE FREEHOLD. 
See Cbsttji qt7B tbust. 

HOSFITAX, 2, 8. 

QrAiiiTiCATioK (B) 2, 7. 



FREE LAND OR TENEMENT. 
See QxTAiiiFiCATioir (B) 8. 

FREEMEN OF BOROUGH. 
1. Freemen of a "borougli entitled 
to be registered as Yoters for 
Members of Parliament were 
brethren of hospitals which were 
corporations possessing landed 
estates. The income was divisible 
annnally among the brethren in 
equal proportions, and each 
brother had a house assigned to 
him, which he was bound to repair. 
The right of appointing brethren 



was vested in trastees. No in- 
stance of removal of a brother 
was known. A candidate for 
, appointment must be fiftj-six 
years old, " except lame, blind, or 
impotent persons and unfit for 
husbandry, and should be an in- 
habitant, or a child of one, having 
no competent means to live." 

JECeld, that freemen of the 

borough were not disqualified by 

reason of being brethren of the 

^hospitals. Smith v. Hall. 11 

2. It was intended by section 82 of 
the 2 Will. 4, c. 45, to perpetuate 
the right to vote of freemen 
elected "in respect of birth or 
servitude." 

A. and B. were elected free- 
men of a borough. Both were 
sons and grandsons of freemen ; 
but their &thers had not, by 
reason of their being under age, 
been elected freemen until after 
the date mentioned in section 32. 
Held, A. and B. were entitled 
to be registered as being freemen, 
whose right was "originally de- 
rived from or through some per- 
son who was a freeman," viz., the 
grandfather of each. Gaydon v. 
Bencraft. 97 



HOSPITAL 

1. Freemen of a borough not dis- 
qualified by reason of being 
brethren of Hospitals of a special 
nature in the advantages of which 
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they were entitled permanently 
to share. Smith y. Hall. 11 

See Ai3is. 

QuALmcATioir (A) 1. 

2. A hospital was founded in 1692 
for 12 inmates, and in 1762 the 
then existing and augmented 
lands of 4fce charity were con- 
yeyed to trustees, upon trust to 
pay the entire rents and profits 
to the rector of the parish, to 
make certain specified paymeni» 
thereout to each of the inmates 
(whose number was by the deed 
increased to 14), to provide aU 
needful furniture for them, and 
to repair the hospital, &c. No 
provision was made for disposal 
of any surplus rents. The in- 
mates each had a separate room« 
They were removable for miscon- 
duct. For many years a surplus 
had been divided among them, 
causing the share of each to be 
above lOZ. a-year. 

JBCeld, that the inmates had no 
equitable interest in the lands of 
the foundation ; but had a mere 
equitable right to the money and 
other benefits conferred by the 
deed, and consequently were not 
entitled to votes for the county. 
Steele v. Boaworth. 106 

3. A hospital was founded before 
statute 89 ^iz, c. 5, and remains 
unincorporated. It is governed 
by rules, in which mention is 
made of feofiees, but none such 
are known, and no deed exists. 



The warden and bedesmen manage 
the property as joint owners in 
fee, and recently sold and con- 
veyed land, portion of the founda- 
tion, to a railway company, ex- 
pending the purchase-money for 
their own benefit. Each inmate 
is appointed for life, and has, by 
the rules, a specific separate room, 
of the annual value of 47. Power 
of removal is provided in the 
rules. No instance of exercise of 
the power is known. 

Held, each inmate has an equit- 
able freehold interest in his room, 
and is thereby qualified. 

Semhle, the decision of this 
Court on a particular case that 
the claimant is qualified, does not 
preclude the Hevising Barrister 
from hearing . afberwards objec- 
tions to another^s claim, founded 
on the same right, and deciding 
on grounds not raised in the 
former case. Boherts v. PercwaL 

121 

HOUSE. 

1. "Actual severance " necessary to 
render tenements under one roof 
each '^ a house " within the mean- 
ing of the Beform Act further de- 
fined. 

The appellant occupied the 
whole floor of a house ; one of his 
rooms communicated with the 
landing by an outer door, over 
which he had exclusive control. 

The floors below were occupied 
by other tenants, and all had 
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access to their occupancies from 
the street through a doorway at 
the entrance of the common pas- 
sage and staircase of the build- 
ing. At that entrance was a 
swing-door, without lock or fast- 
ening of any kind. 

Held, that there was an '^ ac- 
tual severance" within Cook v. 
JECumher (JKea. & G. 413.), so as 
to constitute the holding of " a 
house" and afford the claimant 
a qualification. Hewtette v. Booth, 

23 



LISTS. 
'See Objectioitb, 2 & 8. 



NOTICE OP OBJECTION. 
See Objbctiok. 



OBJECTION. 

Description of Person objected to. 

1. The form of objection, No. 11, in 
Schedule B to 6 Vict c. 18, is as 
follows : — 

" To Mr. . 

** I hereby give you notice that 
I object to your name being re- 
tained, &c." F. sent notice thus : 
" To Sidney Bice Force. I here- 
by give you notice that I object 
to the name of JBbrce, Sidnet/ Bice, 
being retained, &c." 

Seld, no substantial alteration 
of the form given by the Acts of 
Parliament. But if that were at 
all doubtful the inaccuracy was 



cured by s. 101, for the person 
was described so as to be com- 
monly understood." M)rce v. 
Moud, * 66 

Description of Objector. 

2. A parish, EL, consisted of a mu- 
nicipal borough, a foreign, and a 
hamlet. Each had^^parate parish 
ofBcers and rates. The first two 
formed the Parliamentary bo- 
rough of K. ; the hamlet was in 
another. There were two lists of 
voters for K., one for the mu- 
nicipal borough and one for the 
foreign. 

An objector to votes described 
himself ''on the list of persons 
entitled to vote for a member for 
K., in respect of property occu- 
pied within the parish of K.," 
but did not specify on which list 
his name was. . 

Held, the notice of objection 
invalid. Orowther v. Bradney, 63 

3. The parish of S. D. and the 
parish or township of E. S. con- 
stitute the borough of D. 

Each parish has its separate 
parish officers, and separate lists 
of voters are made out and put 
up at the places of worship in 
each parish respectively. 

In a notice of objection, the 
objector described himself as '' on 
the list of voters for the borough 
of D. and township ofB. Sr 

Held, good. Oram v. Gole, 87 

Absence of Claimant, 
4i. Two barristers were jointly ap- 
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pointed to rerise for the county 
L. At a court held by one bar- 
rister, a claimant, was duly ob- 
jected to, and not being present 
his name was expunged from the 
list. The Court was adjourned, 
and on a subsequent day the re- 
vision of t^ same list was con- 
tinued before the other barrister. 
The claimant came, and gave a 
reasonable excuse for his absence, 
and, at his instance, the second 
Bevising Barrister re-heard the 
case, and restored the name. 

JECeldy the decision was errone- 
ous ; for on the first occasion there 
had been a proceeding in /oro 
conUntiaso fully heard and finally 
determined ; besides which there 
was no evidence that the objector 
was present, ready with his prooft, 
on the second hearing. Blain v. 
The Overeegn qf PUhington, 92 

Duplieate Notice. 

5. The insertion of the word [copy] 
at the head of the duplicate 
notice of objection stamped by 
the postmaster, though that word 
is not on the notice sent to the 
party objected to, does not vitiate 
the document as a duplicate, and 
a proof of such duplicate duly 
proves service of the notice of 
objection under 6 & 7 Vict, c. 18, 
B. 100. Beneah v. Booth. 223 

One Notice containing several Names, 

6. The names of twenty-nine persons 
were included in a schedule ap- 



pended to one notice of objection, 
given to the overseers under 6 
Viet. c. 18, s. 7. 

Held, a sufficient notice as to 
each person, and that it was aided 
by section 101, each person being 
"so denominated as to be com- 
monly understood." 8mth v. 
Hblloway, 281 

Date of Notice. 

7. A notice of objection to a vote is 
not invalid, if it bear a date within 
the time for making such objec- 
tions, although such date be not 
the actual time of the objector's 
signature. Barkinson v. Brophy, 
15, Ir. C. L. Bep. 846, remarked 
on. Jones v. Jones. 820 

Description ofBbuse^ Amending 
Claim. 

8. The nimiber of the house, the 
subject of claim, situate in a street, 
had been omitted from the notice. 

JXeldy that the Eevising Bar- 
rister might, by 6 Vid. c 18, 
s. 40, on evidence of the number 
being supplied to his satisfaction, 
insert it in the list; but ought 
not, if the notice was purposely 
illusory, or misleading. Barlow 
V. Mumford, 835 

WUhdramng Notice. 

9. A notice of objection is matter 
of public concern, and cannot be 
withdrawn at the mere pleasure 

of the objector. 
Where the statutory notice of 
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objection had been duly served, 
and afterwards a notice, signed 
bj the objector, was inserted in 
the local newspapers, withdraw- 
ing generally all notices of objec- 
tion he had given ; and afterwards 
another notice was sent, in the 
name of the objector, to the 
claimant personally, informing 
him that the notice of objection 
had not been withdrawn. 

Held, that, by s. 40 of 6 Viet 
c. 18, t£e Bevising Barrister was 
bound, on proof of the statutory 
notice of objection, to require the 
person so objected to, to prove 
his qualification. Proudfoot y. 
Barnes. 842 

Addition to Place of Abode in 
Notice, 

10. In addressing notices of objec- 
tion, forwarded under 6 Vict, c. 
18, s. 100, to persons claiming to 
vote, the city and county were 
added to the place of abode of the 
claimant, as described in the list 
of voters. 

JECeld, that the addition did 
not vitiate the notice. Cotton v. 
Prall {Akenhead^s case). 855 
{Frankenstein* g case). 857 

Ibrm 11, 6 Vict., c. 18, Sch. (JB). 

11. The form of objection, No. 11 of 
6 Vict. c. 18, Sched. B., is not to 
be adopted literally where the 
doing BO would have a tendency 
to mifilead, Tudhall v. Town Clerk 
of Bristol, 1 Lutw, 7, affirmed. 
Bright v. Devenish. 878 

YOIi. I. H. p. H H 



Description of Objector's Place of 
Abode. 

12. It is a question of fiict whether 
the objector's place of abode be 
sufficiently described in the notice 
of objection. Thachway v. Pitcher. 

878 
Obfeetor*s Si^ature. 

18. An objector with his own hand 
impressed his notice with a stamp 
on which was engraved a faC" 
simile of his usual signature. 

Seld, that the notice was suffi- 
ciently signed within 6 Vict c 
18, s. 17. Bennett v. BrumJUt. 

407 

OB JECTOE, DESCEIPTION OP. 
See OsJECTioir 2, 8. 

Signature of. 
See Objsotiok 18. 

OCCUPATION, JOINT AND 
SEVEEAL. 

See QuALinoATioir (B) 6. 

Claimant. 

OTHER BUILDING. 

1. The words " or other building " 
in sect. 27 of Beform Act further 
considered. 

A shed constructed of planks, 
nailed to posts let into the ground, 
used for storing potatoes by the 
claimant in the way of his busi- 
ness as a market gardener, and 
occupied with land of the yearly 
value of 20/., is such a ''building." 
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It was erected during the te- 
nancy, and on the principle quie- 
quid plantcUur solo^ solo cedit, and 
the finding of the Itevising Bar- 
rister that it was affixed to the 
BoD. 

Held^ that it was part of the 
tenant's occupation, and not a 
mere chattel of the tenant. 

Qucere, is a pigsty within the 
words " or other building ? " 
Powell V. Farmer. 172 

2. The words " or other building " 
in sect. 27 of the tteform Act 
further considered. 

A shed, with sides and roof 
of board, without floor, sup- 
ported on four posts let three 
feet into the ground, and used by 
the tenant, a farmer, for storing 
agricultural implements, was held 
not such "a building^* — ^there 
being evidence that it was built 
neither by the landlord nor the 
tenant, but solely by a political 
agent for the manufacture of a 
vote. 

Seldy that it was not occupied 
by the tenant as part of his te- 
nancy. Poivell V. Boraston. 179 

8. Agricultural buildings form part 
of the commercial class, which, 
with the residentiary class, are 
the subject of 2 Will. 4, c. 45, 
8. 27. Such buildings must be 
permanent, useful, and confer 
some real additional value, how- 
ever small, on the occupation of 
the land. 



A building on pasture land, 
with three sides of stone, open in 
front, and worth about bs, a year, 
to afford abode and shelter for 
cattle. 

Held^ sufficient. Norrish v. 
Harris, OUlham v. same. Mason 
V. same, Adams v. same, ProtU 
V. same. Berry v. same. Hodges 
V. same. 805 

OUTER DOOE. 
See House, 1.- 

OVERSEEE. 

1. Y. was duly appointed in 1859, 
assistant overseer, at a salary, and 
his appointment was confirmed 
by warrant of two justices, under 
59, Geo. 8, c. 12. In 1861 he 
gave notice of intention to resign, 
but viithdrew it. Shortly after- 
wards a resolution was passed, by 
the vestry, increasing his salary. 
He remained in the continuous 
discharge of his duties and re- 
ceived the increased salary, but 
no new appointment or confirma- 
tion was made by justices. 

Held, that he was an ''over- 
seer " within 2 Will, 4, c. 45, s. 
80, to whom a claim to be rated 
in respect of premises could be 
made. Cdun^er v. Addams, 50 

See FooB Eate, 1. 



PAPEE BOOKS. 

Where not lodged by either party. 
Jessopy.Toum Clerk of Ipstoich, 23 
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PAEISH CLEEK. 

The parisli clerk of M. for the time 
being is entitled to one-twelfth 
share of common land, of the 
annual value of 40*., to pasture a 
cow. His appointment was not 
shewn to be by deed. He and his 
predecessors in office had for 
years enjoyed this share with the 
eleven other commoners. 

Meldf that these £eu^ disdofiied 
no impossibility of the claimant 
having a freehold interest in the 
land, and the Court woidd not 
review the Earrister's decision 
that he had one. Boberts v. 
Drewitt. 182 

PAETNEESHIP, ILLEGAL. 

A partnership of more than twenty 
persons, not registered, rented 
land and a building, at an annual 
rate exceeding 101. each, for 
purposes of profit, and creating 
borough votes. One of the num- 
ber farmed the land on behalf of 
all. 

Held, that the association was 
one prohibited by the Companies 
Act, and that its several members 
had no occupation to entitle them 
to vote, either personally by 
themselves, or constructively by 
their manager, inasmuch as the 
source of his representative ca- 
pacity was the illegal partnership. 
Harris v. Amery, 294 

PEW IN CHUECH. 
See QuALincATioisr (B) 10. 



PLACE OF ABODE. 
* See Objection 10, 12. 

POOE BATE. 

1. A rate for the relief of the poor^ 
in a parish where there were two 
churchwardens and four over- 
seers, was signed by two church- 
wardens, one overseer, and the 
assistant overseer. The warrant 
of appointment of the latter re- 
quired him to assist to perform 
all the duties of an overseer, 
except the collection of rates. 
There had been no appeal against 
the rate. 

Heldf that the rate was pre- 
sumably good, and that the claim- 
ant who had not paid it was there- 
by disqualified. 

A rate, good on the face of it, 
and unappealed against, is '' pay- 
able from" a voter under sect. 
27 of 2 Will % c. 46, even though 
not signed by a majority of the 
churchwardens and overseers as 
required by 43 JEliz, c. 2, s. 1. 

Semhl-e, an assistant overseer, 
appointed under 59 Geo. 3, c. 12, 
s. 7, and 7 <fc 8 Viet. c. 101, ss. 
61 <fe 62, may sign the rate, if the 
warrant for his appointment does 
not exclude that duty. Baker v. 
Locke. 137 

2. W. J., under the provisions of a 
local Act, compounded for the 
poor rates, in respect of a house 
and garden and two adjoining 
houses, for a year. For several 

H 2 
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jean this continued. He then 
made improyements, raising the 
annual value of the house and 
garden above 101,, and afterwards 
claimed to be rated separately in 
respect of these, " to get his vote," 
as he said ; but the overseer did 
not alter the rating. The rate 
for the year of daim was 4a. 9 J. ; 
but the arrears besides were 
1^ 8«. 9d. He paid 1^ 28. 6d. ; 
but, not specifically appropriating 
it, the collector applied it in re- 
duction of the whole due. 

SeldftheAi the rate must be taken 
to be primA facie valid, and that it 
was evidence that W, J. was fully 
rated in respect of the house and 
garden. 

Secondly, that there was evi- 
dence from which the Revising 
Barrister might find that W. J. 
had paid all the rates in respect 
of the same. Powell Y.J<mei. 165 
PoweU V. Fugh. 171 

8. B. went into occupation of a 
house in August A poor rate 
had been made previously in April, 
to last until September. B. nei- 
ther paid nor tendered any por- 
tion of that rate. It was not 
demanded, ^or was his name in- 
serted in the rate. 

mid, by Ik-le, C. J., Willea 
and Keating, JJ., WUUame, J., 
dissenting, that, notwithstanding 
the 17 Geo. 2, c. 38, s. 12, the 
rate in question was not, until 
demanded, "payable from" the 



claimant within sect. 27 of the 
Reform Act Matcher v. Boodle. 

238 

POSSESSION, ACTUAL. 
8ee Gesttti qtte use. 

QUALIFICATIOK (B) 9. 

PRACTICR 

Power of Revising Barrister, afler 
decision by Court of Common 
Pleas, on a particular case, to 
hear objections to another's daim 
founded on the same rights, but 
on grounds not raised in the 
former case. 

See Hospital, 3. 

Revising Barrister cannot expunge a 
voter's name where the register 
discloses on its face a good quali- 
fication and no objection has been 
made. 
See QiTALiriGATioiir (B) 5. 

Power of Revising Barrister to 
insert omitted number of house. 
See Objection 8. 

See Rsvi8nr& Baebisteb. 

ApFELLAKT, HEABIKe CASE OF. 

Objectiok. 
Papeb Books. 

PRISONER. 
See QuALiPiCATiON (A) 2. 



QtJALIPICATION. 

(A) In Boboughs. 
Charitg. 

1. To take the benefits of an incor- 
porated charity, as one entitled 
permanently to share in its reve- 
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nues and advantages, is not 

receiving of ''alms," so as uv 

disqualify for voting. Smith v. 

IfalL 11 

Besidenee. 

2. A man imprisoned, without op- 
tion of fine for assault, in a gaol 
more than seven miles from the 
borough, does not reside in the 
borough within sect. 82 of 2 Will, 
4, c. 45, though he have in the 
borough his house, furniture, and 
family, and intend to return there. 
In all cases of actual absence 
there must be a legal right, at 
any moment, to return, in order 
to constitute constructive resi- 
dence for the purpose of quali- 
fication. FowellY. Gfuest, 149 



(B) Ik Couktixs. 
Building Society. 

1. A. purchased land of the annual 
value of 32. and mortgaged it to a 
building society for 7Sl, to secure 
the monthly payments due on his 
share, amounting annually to 4/. ; 
power to enter was reserved in 
case of fiEuluie to pay instalments. 
He was entitled to redeem by 
payment of the monthly instal- 
ments, and had without defi&ult 
paid off 71/. up to the Slst Jan»- 
wry^ 1863, between which time 
and the Bevisor's Court, the bal- 
ance, 22., had become due and 
been paid. 



Beld^ that the Bevising Barris- 
ter was right in deciding that A. 
had acquired a freehold interest 
in the land of the annual value 
of 40t. above all charges, and was 
therefore qualified to vote for the 
county. JSoMfMon v. DufMey. 1 

Shares in Land, 

2. Whether the shareholders in any 
company unincorporated, possess- 
ing and using land as an instru- 
ment of profit, have a right to 
vote in respect of their shares, 
depends upon the form of their 
deed. If this in its terms confers 
on them as individual members 
no estate or interest in the land, 
but only an interest in the pro- 
fits, or at most a probable interest 
in the land on a final division of 
property, such will not be in law 
or equity a sufficient qualification. 
Bennett Y. Blain. 85 

Copyhold or other Tenure, 

8. In a manor, besides freehold, a 
customary tenure existed, having 
many of the characteristics of 
copyhold, but no title deed, re- 
cord, document, or copy of Court 
roll. A yearly rent of a few shil- 
lings was paid for each house to 
the lord. One instance was 
known of notice to quit given by 
the lord, but the tenant did not 
quit The claimant so held a 
house of the value of 102. a year. 
The Court, though unable to 
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define exacdy to what tenure the 
property belonged, held that the 
claimant was seized of ''a tene- 
ment of copyhold or other tenure 
(except fireehold)" for his own 
life of sufficient Talue, and was 
therefore qualified to vote under 
sect. 19 of 2 WiU. 4, c. 45. Otur- 
buU v. Trevor. 69 

Shareholders of Bridge, 

4 The shareholders of PtOne^ or 
JBUiam Bridge are not, on a 
proper construction of their Acts 
of Parliament, possessed either of 
legal or equitable estates in fee, so 
as to entitle them to county votes. 

The statute 12 Geo. 1, c. 86, 
passed for building a bridge from 
Fulham to Putney. By sect. 1, 
certain cornmissioners were ap- 
pointed, with power for that pur- 
pose. 

By sect. 5, bodies corporate, 
&C., might convey land to the 
'commissioners, or nine of them. 
By sect. 7, power was given to 
incorporate the commissioners, 
who were to be able to buy and 
hold land, and also to sell, grant, 
&c, sama 

The commissioners were never 
incorporated. By sect. 80, toll 
was to vest in the commissioners, 
to make and maintain the bridge, 
and purchase the necessary 
ground. 

By sect. 16, they might deepen 
the river. By sect. 17, all stones, 



bricks, aod materials were to be 
deemed to belong to the commis- 
sionars. 

By 1 Geo, 2, c. 18, power was 
given to the commissioners to 
agree with any persons to build 
the bridge, Ac., and also to grant 
annuities in fee out of profits; 
but these annuities were to be 
deemed personal estate. Sect. 8: 
lawful for the commissioners, or 
any nine of them, before incor- 
porated, and when incorporated, 
to assign the tolls, &c., in perpe- 
tuity. Sect 5 : on purchase of the 
ferries, all property therein and 
in passage over the river, and the 
ground and soil adjacent, to be 
vested in the commissioners. 

The ferries were purchased on 
the 19th November, 1728; aeon- 
tract to build was entered into 
with thirty persons, by indenture 
of bargain and sale, 11th Novem- 
ber, 1729, between the commis- 
sioners of first part; the said 
thirty persons of second part; 
and certain other trustees of third 
part. The commissioners granted, 
Ac., to the persons of third part 
the said bridge, Ac., and all tolls, 
Ac, with all such ground and soil 
adjacent and belonging to the 
thea late, or their present horse- 
ferries, &c., upon trust to permit 
the said thirty persons, &c., to 
take the said tolls, &c, and divide 
the same, &c. On the 16th Jume, 
1780, the Archbishop of C. 
granted to the proprietors 200 
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superficial feet of land, to fonn 
part of the approaches. 

There was no other land vested 
in the proprietors) and no evi- 
dence was given as to the annual 
value of the same. The interest 
in the present shareholders was 
identical with that of the thirty 
proprietors, and the shares had 
always been conveyed, &c., as 
freehold estate. The bridge was 
built on piles driven into the bed 
of the river, and on brick founda- 
tions, and had toll houses, Ac. 

Mddj that the above statutes 
gave the commissioners no power 
to convey the land, but only the 
tolls, and therefore, that the deed 
of 1729, though it professed to 
convey the land, was in this re- 
spect ineffective, and the share- 
holders had therefore no qualifi- 
cation for their claim to vote. 
l^er V. Niekols. 202 

5. A Bevising Barrister has no 
power to expunge a voter's name 
wheie the register discloses on its 
face a good qualification, and no 
objection has been made to the 
voter. 

Accordingly, where the quali- 
fication of a voter to whom no 
objection was made, was stated to 
be ''freehold share in FMam 
Bridge^* the vote was retained, 
although the Court in Topper n> 
Niehoh, ante, p. 202, had decided 
such a share was not a freehold, 
and conferred no vota Smith v. 
Jamee. 817 



Jomi and Several Oeeupaney. 

6. A. occupied, as sole tenant, lands 
at a rent of less than 50/. a year ; 
and under the same landlord, but 
as joint tenant with his fi^ther, 
lands in respect of which his share 
of Uie rent was also less than 607. 
a year. 

Melij that A.'s share of tiie 
joint rent could not be added to 
his separate rent, so as to make a 
qualification for a county vote 
under 2 Will. 4, c 45, s. 20, or 6 
Vict c. 18, s. 78. Smik v. Fore^ 

381 



Skareholders in Mutie HdlL 

7. Shareholders in a music hall, the 
legal estate in which was vested 
in trustees, with powers of man- 
agement for the benefit of the 
shareholders, and with a trust to 
divide the net resulting profits 
proportionately among them. 

Hieldy not qualified to vote as 
possessing an equitable freehold. 
Freeman v. Qaineford, re Sheffield 
Mueie Mall 265 

Free Land or Tenement. 

8. A rent ci sufficient amount, 
charged upon freehold land by 
deed, not containing a power of 
distiesa, is ''free land or tene- 
ment " within 8 Ben, 6, c 7, and 
although the remedy by real 
action is abolished, the grantee 
may distrain foritunder4 G^eo. 2, 
c. 28. s. 5. It is, therefore, a 
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2 Will 4, c. 45, 8. 19 

B,20 



$9 



9» 






» 



9» 



» 



69 

231, 329 

8. 23 367 

B. 26 3, 189 

B. 27 27, 137, 

160, 172, 179, 

239, 297, 305 

B.30 50 

8. 32 97, 149 

8. 36 11, 124 

8. 39 376 

2 A 3 IPTtW. 4, c. 64, Sched. D 356 

5 & 6 „ c. 76* 8. 4 102 

99 „ 8. 9 160 

7 mil 4 A 1 Fie^., c. 78, s, 27 102 

4 Fiet., c. Ixxii., 88, 2, 8 168 

6&e Fict., c. 116 163 

6 FicL, c. 18, 8. 7 281, 322 

8. 8 283 

8. 13 59, 66, 142 

R 17 59, 66, 

228, 376, 407 

8.28 67 

8.29 92 
8.32 94 
8. 33 94, 278 
8. 40 83, 160, 

385,342 
8. 41 94, 278 

8.42 269,278, 
346 

8.43 269,347 
8.46 347 
8. 62 273 
8. 64 273 
8.66 124 
8. 78 231 
8. 74 8,329,367 
8. 76 289 
8. 100 223, 355 



,9 
»} 

W 

99 
99 

» 

99 
99 

99 

l> 

99 



99 
II 

I) 
91 
99 
19 

99 

99 
99 

99 
99 
99 
99 
99 
99 
99 
99 
99 



6 Fict^ c. 18, 8. 101 65, 281 

Sched.(A)4 282,322 



99 
99 
\9 
99 
91 
99 
99 



99 
99 
99 
99 
99 
99 



6 

(B)8 

6 

8 

10 

11 



824 
66 

337 

337 
90,876 
56, 873, 

876 



99 
99 



99 



99 



7 & 8 Fict, c. 101, 88. 61, 62 
c. 110, 8. 26 
„ 8. 68 

99 99 99 8. Oil 

9 & 10 Fkty c. 66, 8. 1 

„ „ c 95, 8. 128 

11 & 12 Vict, c. 43, 8. 27 
13 & 14 „ c. 69 (Irish) 

„ „ „ 8. 4d 

20 & 21 „ e. 43, 8. 2 
26 & 26 „ c. 89, 8. 4 
28&29 „ 0.36,88.8,13 



137 

39 

39 

39 

151 

153 

275 

322 

274 

276 

298 

847 



TENTTEE. 
8ee QuALiPiCATiON (B) 8. 

TOLLS. 
See QuALiriCATiOK (B) 4. 

TEUSTEES OF CHAEITT. 
See Qualification (B) 9. 



WITHDBAWING NOTICE OP 
OBJECTION. 

See OniEOTum % 
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